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LONDON, APRIL 2, 1870. 
4 ———— 
_ THE TRIAL OF DR. KINGLAKE at the Somerset Assizes 
t{ week raised some interesting and important ques- 
tions of law upon which it is probable that the opinion 
Mf the Court of Queen’s Bench will be asked next term. 
He was indicted, along with a Bridgwater attorney, Mr. 
Lovibond, for conspiring to bribe Bridgwater voters at 
the general election of 1868. Lovibond was examined be- 
ore the commission of inquiry which sat at Bridgwater 
Jast autumn, and it was chiefly in consequence of the dis- 
‘closures wrung from him by Mr. Anstey and his col- 
leagues that Dr. Kinglake and himself were placed upon 
their trial. The Commissioners declined to examine Dr. 
Kinglake, having obtained ample information about the 
‘Yenality of the wretched constituency of Bridgwater 
without having recourse to his evidence. They reported 
‘strongly against both Kinglake and Lovibond, and the 
Attorney-General, acting upon their report, filed against 
both the information which has just been tried. 
_Lovibond, however, appeared, not as a defendant, but as 
a witness. The commission, according to the opinion of 
‘the Chief Justice of England, had treated him with 
"harshness in refusing him a certificate of indemnity, and 
| & nolle prosequi was thereupon entered with regard to 
him. Dr. Kinglake was proceeded against alone for 
conspiracy with Lovibond, and it was chiefly, if not en- 
tirely, upon the evidence of Lovibond that he was con- 
“victed. 
' Upon his being called upon to answer, Lovibond took 
| several objections to doing so. First of all he claimed 
) protection on the ground that his answers would crimi- 
' nate him, he not having as yet received a certificate of 
‘indemnity from the commissioners. We may observe in 
' passing that the certificate would not have furnished 
him with any effectual protection. It is a bar to pro- 
“ceedings under the Corrupt Practices Acts, and under 
_ these only, and persons who have received it are still 
‘liable to indictments at common law for bribery or con- 
| 8piracy to bribe. (See 26 Vict. c. 29,s.7.) Lovibond’s 
' objection on this score was cured by a free pardon being 
presented him for all offences, whether by statute or 
F common law, of which he might have been guilty at the 
» election of 1868. A further objection however was taken. 
_ Several actions for penalties are actually pending against 
' him at the suit of a private informer, and he informed 





old Stock-jobbing Act (7 Geo. 2, c. 28), which is now 
repealed, subjected offenders against its provi- 
sions te pecuniary penalties, to be recovered by 
action or information. The liability of a wit- 
ness to such a penalty was held by Lord Tenterden 
to excuse him from answering. (See Dandridge v. 
Corden, 3 Carr. & Payne, 11.) Mr. Justice Hannen was 
of opinion that the liability of Lovibond in the actions 
pending against him was really for a mere civil debt and 
certainly we should hesitate to pronounce so learned and 
able a judge wrong. At the same time the language of 
the Corrupt Practices Act seems to regard the sums re- 
coverable as absolutely penal, although it is true that 
they are recoverable by civil process. (See 17 & 18 Vict. 
c. 102, ss. 2, 14, and 26 Vict. c. 29, s.5.) The point is 
surrounded with many difficulties, and in the event of a 
new trial being applied for on the part of Dr. Kinglake, 
on the ground of the misreception of evidence, an inter- 
esting discussion may be anticipated. 





THE ONLY SATISFACTORY FEATURE in the recent trial 
at Tours seems to have been the richly-deserved commit- 
tal of M. Fonvielle for contempt of court. The inquiry 
was not conducted so as to, command confidence, but as 
far as concerns the merits of the whole affair, neither 
the Prince nor M. Noir nor M. Fonvielle commands 
any sympathy from us. An English jury would probably 
have believed neither the Prince nor M. Fonvielle. The 
opinion has been widely expressed in France that the 
institution which has just been revived must, after the 
late trial, fall for ever into desuetude. 

In France all criminal prosecutions for offences 
coming under the designation of crimes in the French 
Penal Code must of necessity be brought and car- 
ried on by the parquet, or office, of the prosecutor of 
the Crown, of which the Procureur Imperial in the 
tribunals of first instance, the Procureur General in the 
Imperial courts or courts of appeal, is the head. Prosecu- 
tions for offences of the inferior degree called delits, a 
designation which may be rendered by the English term 
misdemeanour, are not of necessity conducted by the 
Prosecutors of the Crown. They may be initiated and car- 
ried through by the aggrieved parties themselves. But 
the Procureur Imperial may,if he chooses, make such 
minor offences the subject of an official prosecution. 
Wherever the Prosecutors of the Crown take up the case 
the action of the aggrieved party can only be auxiliary. 
He may co-operate with the official prosecutor in the 
course of the information, and bring the case to trial 
on his own responsibility before the tribunal of correc- 
tional police, where the alleged offence is a dedit within 
certain limits. Where the offence is a crime, on the con- 
trary, he is, so far as the criminal prosecution is concerned, 
entirely dependent on the public prosecutor. The 
law has provided, it is true, means for compelling 
the public prosecutor to act, but the private pro- 
secutor, or partie civile, cannot bring the matter into 
the Court of Assizes, without his co-operation. During 
the trial the efforts of the Procureur Imperial and 
the partie civile tend to one common result, the con- 
viction of the prisoner, but with different views and in- 





| Mr. Justice Hannen that he was advised that the pardon 
' would have no effect upon them, and, therefore, that 
~ his answers might, in spite of the pardon, subject him 
| to penalties. The judge, after taking a considerable 
| time for consideration, decided that the witness must 


terests. ‘The public prosecutor sues in the name of the 
public of whom he is the representative or minister 
(ministere public), for a penalty which will satisfy the 
law, and secure public order. The private prosecutor 


- answer, and his evidence was fatal to Dr. Kinglake’s 
Chance of acquittal. 

The question is an important and a somewhat doubtful 
one. That the pardon could not affect penal actions 
already pending at the suit of a private individual is 
undoubtedly true (Comyn’s Digest, title Pardon), so that 
the question simply is—whether an action for penalties 
under the Corrupt Practices Act, 1854, subjects the de- 
fendant to “ penalties” in the sense which entitles him 
to the privilege of silence. No decision upon the lan- 
guage of the particular statute exists, but there are 
several upon that of analogous acts. For example, the 





seeks for a verdict which will be the basis of the demand 
which he will lay before the Court, for compensation 
for the tort committed by the prisoner. When the 
jury has answered the joint demands of the two pro- 
secutors by a verdict of guilty, the actionsseparate. Each 
has a demand upon the Court, but for different objects, 
The public prosecutor requires from the Court a sentence, 
and the application of the penalty provided by the law 
against the offender. The private prosecutor demands 
the assessment of the damages due to him, and a con- 
demnation against the prisoner for the amount; for, con- 
trary to what takes place under the English law, in 
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France the damages are assessed not by the jury, but by 
the Court. When the accused is convicted there is no diffi- 
culty for partie civile, His main issue has been established 
by the verdict of guilty. But where the verdict is favour- 
able to the prisoner very great difficulties sometimes arise 
with respect to the effect it should have on the action of 
the partie civile. The greatest authorities have been 
divided as to the question whether the claim of the 
partie civile was not absolutely barred by a verdict of 
not guilty. The difficulty arises from the manner in 
which the questions are put to the jury upon each count of 
the acte d’accusation,—thus, “Is the accused guilty of 
having committed such a crime with all the circumstances 
stated in the summary of the Acts of Accusation?” If 
the answer be “not guilty,” it may be complex in its 
imports, and deny both the existence of the material 
facts upon which the accusation is grounded, and the 
participation of the prisoner therein, in the degree and 
manner necessary to constitute the criminal offence with 
which he is charged; or it may simply convey that, in 
the opinion of the jury, the latter element, the guilty 
participation, is wanting. Now, ina great many cases, 
an act—though it may not have been committed by the 
prisoner with the intent necessary to constitute the par- 
ticular at which the questions pointed—may be viewed 
either as a minor offence or asa tortious act which, 
though not of a nature to be visited with a penalty, is 
a legitimate ground for an action for damages on the 
part of the sufferer. 
preting the verdict. Hence the difficulty. 
solution of such difficulties the rule has been adopted, 
not to take the verdict of the jury into account except 
where it is in terms exclusive of the claim of the private 
prosecutor and contradictory to it whatever may have 
been the probable meaning and real intention of the jury. 
Thus, in the Pierre Bonaparte case, though the ver- 
dict of the jury, from the line of defence taken, and the 
facts of the case, obviously meant that they thought the 
Prince had acted in self-defence, the Court still granted 
damages to the family of M. Victor Noir as for a tort. 





In notictine (13 S.J. 4138) the appointment of Mr. | 


March as H. B. M. Consul at the Fiji Islands, we men- 
tioned that the United States Consul is invested with 
powers to decide disputes that arise between citizens of 
the United States. We now learn by the Fiji Times that 
considerable disappointment was felt when it was found 
that Mr. March’s commission contained no clause in- 
vesting him with similar powers, and that it is proposed 
to memorialise the Imperial Government on the subject. 





A VERY CURIOUS CASE has recently come before the 
Civil Court at Lucknow, in India. A Mahomedan hus- 
band instituted a suit for the restitution of conjugal 
rights. The wife pleaded that she had renounced the 
Mahomedan religion and become a Christian, and that 
thereby the Mahomedan marriage was cancelled and the 


husband’s rights ceased. The judge decided in favour of | 


the plaintiff. The case, which is exciting great interest 
in India, will doubtless be appealed, and may not impro- 
bably come befure the Privy Council. It is noticeable 
that although the English Probate Court does not recog- 
nise a polygamous union (Hyde v. Hyde and Woodmansee, 
14 W. R. 517), the Privy Council, as the Court of 
Appeal from India, does. Hindu as well as Mahomedan 
marriages may be polygamous, and it is somewhat curious 
that a Hindu man cannot be prosecuted for bigamy 
although a Hindu woman can, and that a Mahomedan can 
only be prosecuted for bigamy if, having four wives 
living, he marries a fifth. 





THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE BILL. 

We last week considered shortly the provisions of the 
Appellate Jurisdiction Bill now before the House of 
Lords, and gave our reasons for hoping that the progress 
of that bill might not be delayed to await the passing of 


There are no legal means of inter- | 
For the | 
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| 
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the more complicated and extensive Act with which it 
is so nearly connected. We showed that the need of 
some improvement in our appellate tribunals is urgent, 
and that the remedy provided by the bill in question ig 
apt and simple, while the objects, if any, of delay are 
comparatively insignificant. 

The case is, however, far otherwise when we come to. 
examine the bill named at the head of this article. In 
this case we find the necessity for legislation (except in 
one particular) rather sentimental than substantial, 
while the desirability of caution and circumspection is 
obvious and unquestioned. It is indeed very desirable, 
in a sentimental point of view, that the present 
apparently heterogeneous congeries of independent 
courts should give way to a single authority, and that 
the present infinitely perplexing variety of practice should 
be, so far as it is consistent with utility and convenience, 
systematised and “ unified.” 

But the need is not, except in the particular about to. 
be mentioned, by any means pressing ; the courts as at 
present constituted are practically sufficient for the pur- 
poses of justice, and the extra inconvenience to the 
practitioners involved in their mutual independence is 
an evil small in comparison with the possible results of a, 
hasty or ill-considered alteration of their position. The 
only practical evil, as it seems to us, of any appreciable 
magnitude,—that which was, indeed, the moving cause 
of all the stir which has culminated in these bills—is the 
possibility, of only too frequent occurrence in practice, of 
a failure of justice arising from the mere fact that a 
plaintiff has, perhaps in a doubtful case, selected the 
wrong court for his proceedings. 

For instance: A person named as trustee in a settle- 
ment is in possession of the settled property by permis- 
sion of the tenant for life, to whom he pays over a 
considerable portion of the rents, and he expends the rest, 
with the consent of the tenant for life, in repairs of the 
property. Upon his death it is discovered that his 
expenditure for this purpose has considerably exceeded 
his receipts. The legal estate in the property being, 
under the limitations in the settlement, in the tenant for 
life, what is the remedy of the executors of the deceased 
trustee ? If they bring an action they will probably be 
told that, as their testator was trustee of the property and 
in possession in that capacity, they have no contract ex- 
press or implied by the tenant for life to repay his out- 
lay, and that their remedy (if any) is in equity against 
the estate ; if they file a Will they are equally likely to be 
told that this is a mere case of agency, and that an agent 
has no right of suit in equity, in an ordinary case, against. 
his principal ; and so they are not unlikely, whatever 
course they may adopt, to lose their money with costs. 
Again, we have known a case where the whole benefit of 
a suit was lost by a circumstance which the plaintiff did 
not know, and could not have known, at the time he 
filed his bill ; nay, which the defendant himself did not 
know for certain when he put in his answer. The suit 
was to prevent the negotiation of a bill of exchange and 
to procure its delivery up to the plaintiff. The merits 
were, as the judge stated, entirely in the plaintiff’s favour; 
but it appeared that some days before the bill was filed 
the defendant had handed the bill of exchange in question 
to a friend for discount. This would not of itself have 
stopped the suit, but upon comparison of the dates it 
came out that the very day before the bill was filed this 
friend had procured the discount of the bill of exchange 
by a bond fide holder, and that the money had been paid 
over to the defendant shortly after the institution of the 
suit. On these facts the Court felt constrained to hold 
that the plaintiff's only <emedy was at law, and to dismiss: 
the bill with costs. 

Many attempts to remove or palliate this evil have 
from time to time been made, but in vain ; and the ab- 
surd cruelty of-allowing plaintiffs to bring their suits to 
hearing or trial only to be informed that the merits are 
with them in fact, but they must seek their remedy else- 
where, and pay the costs in the meantime, still continues 
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to be practised both at law and in equity. The Judicature 
Commissioners set before their eyes the necessity of getting 


- rid of this evil, and they propose to do so by abolishing all 


distinction of courts, and providing that the different 


- chambers of the High Court shall have ample power of 


transferring proceedings from any one to any-other of 
them. The bill before us so far follows the report, and 
proposes to enact that in framing rules of practice the 
High Court is to have regard to the following direction 


(amongst others): “That all proceedings shall be in- 
' stituted in the High Court of Justice and shall be 


transferable from one divisional or other court to an- 


other.” So far so good; but, on the one hand, the remedy 


as proposed does not go far enough, nor is it, on the 
other hand, necessary to re-model on the whole existing 
It will be nearly, if 
not quite, as great a hardship to a plaintiff whose 
cause comes on for hearing in the divisional Court 
of Chancery, to learn that the only order that can 
be made is that the cause be transferred to the divi- 


sional Court of Common Pleas, and that he pay the costs 
| sofar as they have been increased by its not having 


been prosecuted there from the first, as it would be 
to have his bill, under the present system, dismissed 
with costs, with liberty to bring an action. Un- 
less the transfer, if any, is to be limited to some early 
stage, and the defendant who allows a cause to go to 
trial or come on for hearing without applying for a 
transfer is to be held bound by the plaintiff's selection of 
court or division, nothing will have been gained; and 
this limitation, which would get rid of all real inconve- 
nience, might easily be gained even if the courts were to 
continue as separate as at present. 

Suppose a short act passed to the effect that any de- 
fendant to a suit in Chancery who did not avail himself 
of the defence that the remedy was at law by demurrer 
or plea, should be precluded from setting it up, and that 
the Court should thereupon be bound to determine every 
legal and equitable question between the parties, and 
give such relief as the plaintiff would be entitled to in 
any court of law or equity; and further, that no defen- 
dant in any action at law should be able to avail himself 
of any purely legal defence if the plaintiff had a good 
equitable right to relief, on terms or otherwise, unless he 
had taken the objection in the first instance by demurrer 
to the declaration, or plea to the jurisdiction; and, lastly, 
that in case of any such objection as aforesaid being 
taken successfully, the plaintiff should be at liberty to 
have the proceedings transferred to a court of competent 
jurisdiction, in such form and on such terms as the court 
from which they were transferred should direct. This 
would fully answer all the ends of justice without any 
amalgamation or assimilation of courts, and less than 
this will be utterly futile and insufficient, notwithstand- 
ing all the proposed change of system. For the real 
hardship in the case is the incidence of costs, which fall, 
by reason of the mistake of procedure, on the party who 
isin the right on the merits; and yet this must be so, 
for it would be equally wrong to allow the plaintiff, by 
his own blunder, to increase the costs payable by his ad- 


. Versary. But, unless the power of transfer be limited 


to some early stage of the proceedings, one or other of 
these evils must ensue, because some one will have to 
bear the costs which will have been thrown away. 
Under the present bill the Court may—and, if not inter- 
fered with from without, not improbably will—make 
such rules in the matter of transfers as will still leave 
it open to a Vice-Chancellor at the hearing to refuse to 
adjudicate on a legal claim, though the objection be then 
taken for the first time, or—of which we have known in- 
stances—by the Court itself only; or will allow a judge at 
Nisi Prius to nonsuit a plaintiff with a good case on ac- 
count of au outstanding legal estate in term trustees. 
As, however, it would seem that we are not to have 
the little simple remedy we so much need, without wait- 
ing for the accomplishment of the grander scheme of 
which it is so unnecessarily made a subordinate part, it 





will be to see how the Act can be framed so as to 
be passed with as little delay as is reasonably practicable. 

On the general scheme of the Act we have but little 
to add to our former remarks. We think it questionable 
whether it is advisable to retain the names of the exist- 
ing courts as divisional names, instead of simply num- 
bering the divisional courts, as Ist, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th 
divisions respectively, as is done with the divisions of 
the Court of Session in Scotland; and at any rate we are 
clear that so cumbrous and uncouth an appellation as 
“The Divisional Court of Probate, Divoree, and Admi- 
ralty ” ought not to be suffered to remain, but either 
some one of these names selected as the sole 
name of the Court, or some other term, ex. gr, 
“The Court of Civil Law” invented arbitrarily 
for the occasion. The name need not be in 
any respect descriptive, all that is required is that it 
should be distinctive. Again, we can see no reason why 
the jurisdiction of the London Court of Bankruptcy is 
not transferred to the High Court, and vested in the 
Chancery division generally, instead of being attached in 
addition to his other duties toa single judge thereof, who 
will thus be at a disadvantage as compared to his fellows 
in all matters pertaining to their common jurisdiction. 

The 14th section of the Act seems to us objection- 
able. The jurisdiction of the Crown in lunacy, &c., 
ought, we think, to be vested, not in judge or judges 
from time to time selected pro hdc vice, but in some 
definite court, divisional or otherwise ; and we cannot 
but think that it forms a branch of original jurisdic- 
tion which might properly and conveniently be vested 
in one of the divisions of the High Court of Appeal. 

But it is when we come to consider the clauses giving 
power to make rules that the objections to the bill in 


| its present form become most apparent ; doubtless it is 


very advisable not to legislate too minutely, and the 
judges must now be better able than the Houses of Par- 
liament can possibly be to determine the details of 
procedure; but this bill, as drawn, determines absolutely 
nothing but the maximum number of the judges, and 
leaves everything else to rules and orders to be made and 
from time to time revoked or altered by the judges 
themselves. We think that such questions as the limits 
of the jurisdiction of the divisional courts and of single 
judges, the limitation of the power of re-hearing by 
the High Court and divisional courts, the number of 
judges required to concur in a judgment of the High 
Court or divisional court, &c., ought to be determined, 
at least in outline, by Parliament itself, and not left to 
the determination of the Court after its establishment. 
We do not venture, here and now, to say what such 
rules ought to be, though we think that the exist- 
ing practice of the courts of common law points out 
the principle which ought to be applied to all—viz., 
that no contested matter not purely interlocutory, 
other than a mere issue of fact, and that only when 
tried by a jury, should, except by consent, be heard 
by a single judge. We would add that not more than 
one re-hearing of any matter heard by asingle judge 
should be allowed, and that no appeal (as distinguished 
from a re-hearing) should lie except from an order of a 
divisional court, or of the High Court itself. 

The temporary provisions of the Act do not seem to 
require much comment. We think it would be better to 
abolish at once all the existing distinctions of title 
among judges of equal rank, and instead of Vice-Chan- 
cellor, Justice, Baron, Judge of the Admiralty Court, &c., 
call every such judge Mr. Justice So-and-so; and similarly 
to abolish at once the terms Chief Justice of Com- 
mon Pleas, Chief Baron, and Judge Ordinary, and call 
the judges in question Lord President Bovill,&c. The ends 
of the several terms would seem to call for legislative in- 
terference as much as their commencements. We trust 
that proper provision will be made, by statute or otherwise, 
to prevent the proposed reduction in the number of terms 
having the indirect effect of increasing the time of pro- 
bation, either for admission as solicitors, or for calls to 
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the bar, in both of which cases the time now to a certain 
extent depends upon terms. We do not know how far 
the governing bodies in these cases have power to make 
the necessary alterations for themselves independently 
of statute; probably this may be so, but if not, it should 
be given them by this Act. 

The proposed abolition of the Home Circuit has pro- 
duced so much opposition in the five counties proposed 
to be affected, that it is, we hear, to be abandoned or 
materially modified; and under these circumstances we 
do not think it necessary to comment further upon it at 
present. 


THE REGISTRATION APPEALS. 

We noticed in November last (ante pp. 49, 69, and 70) 
the registration appeals decided by the Court of Common 
Pleas in Michaelmas Term. Since then the Court has 
decided the remaining six cases, having heard them all 
in Hilary Term, and given judgment since term in two 
cases which they had reserved for further consideration. 

The first case, Gainsford v. Brown,added nothing to the 
law, the point being whether a Dissenting minister was 
entitled to vote in respect of his occupation of a house 
provided for him by the Wesleyan Methodist Cenference. 
The law applicable to the case had been clearly laid 
down in Bughes v. Overseers of Chatham (5 M. & G. 54) 
and Dobson v. Jones (5 M. & G. 112), to the effect that 
if the claimant was merely allowed to occupy the house 
as part of the remuneration for his services, he must be 
considered to “occupy as tenant,’ and so would be en- 
titled to vote ; but that if he was required to live there 
for the performance of his duties he would occupy as 
servant rather than as tenant, and would not be entitled. 
This was of course a question of fact, which the revising 


barrister seemed incapable of finding intelligibly either | 
The Court sent back the case to ! 


one way or the other. 
him once, but when re-stated it was little clearer than 
before. After this the judges stated the law applicable 


to the case, and then it was struck out of the list by 


consent. The case may probably not be reported, and it 
is to be hoped it will not, as it will only increase the 
confusion which exists at present from there being 
already three cages reported in the name of Gainsford. 
This arises from the practice of some revising barristers 
(one quite unauthorised by the statute) of allowing the 
agents to appeal in their own names. 
the list, Wallis v. Birks, added nothing to the law of 
general application, being merely a decision that certain 
land was under adeed and an Act of Parliament suffi- 
ciently attached toa perpetual curacy to enable the in- 
cumbent to vote. The point also, such as it was, was 
almost too clear for argument, and in this case the re- 
vising barrister’s decision was affirmed. In the next case, 
Allen v. The, Town Clerk of Warrington (16 W. R. 316), 
the Court again showed the disposition which has been 
so decided of late years, to hold good all proceedings 
under the Registration Acts, to which the objection is 
really of a formal character. An objector, in signing 
his name to a notice of objection, had described himself 
as on the list of voters for Golburne-street, in the borough 
of Warrington. It has been held repeatedly that the 
objector must show on which list his name appears, so 
that the person objected to may go to the particular list, 
without having to search them all, and satisfy himself 
that the person objecting to him is qualified to do so. 
Now,in Warrington there were three townships, for each 
of which there was a separate list, and therefore on the 
part of the voters objected to it was contended that the 
objector should have specified the township on the list of 
which his name appeared. The Court, however, held 
that if it was well known and understood in the borough 


that Golburne-street was in one particular township the | 


objector had, by saying that he was on the list for Gol- 
burne-street, sufficiently described the township on the 
list for which his name might be found. This certainly 
is sensible, but it goes beyond anything the Court has 
held before, and will probably somewhat astonish old- 





The next case on ; 





fashioned election agents and revising barristers. The 
next case on the list, Piercy v. Maclean, was perhaps of 
more general application than any other heard this year, 
We have already referred to it by anticipation (ante page 
69), and the Court has held in accordance with our 
view that in the case of a “ counting-house ” there is no 
necessity for structural severance in order to give a vote, 
This point always appeared to us sufficiently obvious: 
still we think that if it had been decided before Cuth- 
bertson v. Butterworth last year, and the latter case had 
been properly argued, the result of the latter case might 
very probably have been different. It may now be taken 
that in the case of all the qualifying buildings specially 
mentioned in the Act of 1832 other than house—that ig 
to say, warehouse, counting- house, and shop—there is no 
necessity that they should be separate buildings, but they 
may be part of a larger one. As it stands at present it 
might seem that Cuthbertson v. Butterworth, the case of 
the under-tevants in the Temple, was a decision that the 
further words “other building” meant other building 
ejusdem generis with house, but not ejusdem generis with 
the three following buildings specified. This certainly 
would be a curious decision, but we think that the Court 
did not mean anything of the kind, their attention not 
having been called to the point, and that they would 
not hold the case of Cuthbertson v. Butterworth, if it 
came before them again, as anything but a decision upon 
the qualification “house.” Piercy v. Maclean involved 
a further point as to whether the rating was sufficient, 
the counting-house not having been separately rated, 
but the names of the claimants and of the landlord being 
bracketed together, and the rateable value of the whole 
house being set against their names. It was held that 
this was sufficient as a joint rating. But for the former 
case of Wright v. Zown Clerk of Stockport (5 M. & G. 33), 
which is nearly identical and to the same effect, this 
would have been an important decision. 

The two remaining cases, Brumftit v. The Overseers of 
Liverpool and Greenway v. Hocking, related to rights to 
vote for pews in chapels under special Acts of Parliament. 
In Hinde v. Choriton (L. R. 2 C. P. 104) it was decided, 
after an elaborate argument upon the terms of an Act 
which appeared at first sight to confer a freehold interest 
in land on the occupiers of pews, that it did not do so, 
but only gave a right in the nature of an easement. In 
the cases of the present year the revising barristers had 
considered that the words of the Acts before them dif- 
fered essentially from those in Hinde v. Choriton, and 
allowed the votes. The Court, however, has held that no 
vote was given in either case. In one of the cases—that 
from Liverpool-—the words certainly were very strong, 
and we think it may now be taken as a general proposi- 
tion that there cannot under any circumstances be a vote 
for a pew. 

On the whole it can scarcely be said that the registra- 
tion cases of 1869-70 clear up many doubtful points in 
the law, although there are certainly several cases likely 
to be referred to as authorities in special and peculiar 
cases. It is unfortunate that the case of Swarbrick v. Bes- 
mick, which stood over for judgment from the previous 
year, has dropped without any judgment being pronounced. 
It was the case which raised the question of the deduction 
to be made from the annual value of premises in respect. 
of instalments payable to a building society and charged 
upon the premises. The former cases upon this point 
(referred to 17 Sol. Jour. 140) are very contradictory, 
and we had hoped that in Swarbrickh v. Beswick the 
Court would have laid down a rule which might have 
been generally acted on. The judges, however, appear 
to have been divided in opinion, and although the case 
had been once fully argued by Mr. Mellish aad Mr. Ma- 
nisty, they, after taking six months to consider their 
judgment, directed a second argument, By that time a 
new register had been formed, so that the decision of the 
case could have no practical effect, and could only be 
useful in settling the moot point of law. The parties do 
not appear to have been public-spirited enough to incur 








ee ee a a ae ee ae. on a ae 





April 2, 1870. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





451 








the expense of a second argument for so smalla result to 
themselves, although we cannot help thinking that on 
applying to the various registration societies which must 
have to deal with the point in almost every county in 
England, they might readily have obtained subscriptions 
for the purpose. Eventually the case was struck out and 
no decision given, and although one of the parties after- 
wards wished the case restored and heard, the Court 
declined to do so. The point, therefore, remains still 
open for discussion in the registration courts. 
Notwithstanding the small result of these appeals we 
fancy that the majority of the points upon which there 
was so much difference of opinion in 1868 may now 
be considered to be settled, though not by authority, by 
the discussion upon them having brought about a sub- 
stantial agreement amongst revising barristers and 
agents. Upon points of practice, however, there will, as 
long as the present system continues, certainly be differ- 
ence. We observe that the Government do not propose 
to legislate this session upon the report of the committee 
which sat last year and investigated the subject of regis- 
tration of voters in boroughs. There is, however, to be a 
eommittee this session on registration in counties. This 
is certainly satisfactory, as the system is much more 
faulty in counties than in boroughs, though for political 
reasons the latter obtain more attention. We see no 
reason why a bill should not be passed next session put- 
ting the whole system on a satisfactory footing both in 
boroughs and counties, and without going the length of 


making such extensive changes as were recommended, at | 


Mr. Vernon Harcourt’s instance, by his committee last 
year. 


RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
Rattway Company—ScHEME OF ARRANGEMENT— 
30 & 31 Vict. c. 127. 
Re Potteries, Shiewsbury, and North Wales Railway 
Company, L.J.G., 18 W. R. 155. 

The Railway Companies Act, 1867, was intended to 
assist railway companies in debt and unable to meet 











bound by it when completed (Re Cambrian Railways 
Company, 16 W. R. 353, L. R. 3 Ch. 295, in which deci- 
sion the whole Act is carefully explained). Sections 7 
to 9 are intended to ensure a little peace and quietness 
during the maturing of the scheme: under section 7 the 
Court may restrain any action against the company upon 


| sach terms as it thinks fit ; and by section 9, after the 


announcement of the filing of the scheme in the Gazette, 
no execution or other process is to be available against 
the company except under special leave of the Court. 

It was decided by Lord Cairns, in the Cambrian Rail- 
ways case, that these provisions apply to the landowners 
and general creditors who cannot be bound by the scheme 
(exvept, of course, by their special individual assents). 
[Vice-Chancellor Wood had thought that section 23 of 
the Act excepted the landowners and general creditors 
from the operation of sections 7—9, upon which point 
his Honour’s decision was overruled by Lord Cairns.] 
Lord Justice Giffard has decided in the present case that 
the provisions of sections 7—9 are merely interim pro- 
visions, and extend only to the interval between the 
filing and enrolment of the scheme. After enrolment 
persons within the five classes above-mentioned will of 
course be bound by the scheme. Any injunction against 
transgression of its provisions must then be obtained by 
bill filed. It is also decided in the present case that a 
debenture-holder who has obtained a judgment for the 


| amount of his debt does not thereby cease to be a deben- 


ture-holder ; he is therefore still a party who may be 
bound by a scheme. 

It appears from the decision of Lord Cairns in the 
Cambrian case that the Court will only confirm a scheme, 


| or restrain process against the company, if it considers 
| the scheme a reasonable arrangement which has a pro- 


bability of success. In Re Somerset and Dorset Railway 
Company (18 W. R. 332) Vice-Chancellor Stuart allowed 


| “outside creditors ’—i.e., landowners and general credi- 


tors—to be heard in opposition to a scheme. 
It. may also be noted that whereas in Boren v. The 


| Brecon Railway Company (15 W. R. 482, L. R,3 Eq. 541) 


| Vice-Chancellor Wood held that a debenture-holder who 
, issues execution can only do so as a trustee on behalf of 


their engagements, to provide funds for their liabilities, | 


by means either of new capital or of loans, 


Previously | 


to this Act a company which had exhausted its powers | 


could only have obtained fresh powers by a special Act 


for that purpose.* The Act empowers the company to | 


prepare a scheme of arrangement which, very much like | 


an arrangement in bankruptcy, is binding on creditors 
where agreed to by acertain majority. The scheme is 
first filed in the Court -f Chancery, and if it is assented 
to by the requisite m»j .rity of those persons interested, 
whose consent is nec..sary under the Act, the Court of 
Chancery cap enrol it, ‘ter which it becomes binding as 
well on the dissenting minority as on the assenting ma- 
jority. Sections 10—15 describe various classes of per- 
sons interested, of which a majority may bind the 
minority by assenting to a scheme. These classes are (1) 
holders of mortgages or bonds issued under the com- 
pany’s special Act ; (2) holders of rent-charges and other 
payments charged on the receipts of the company in con- 
sideration of the purchase of another company's lines ; 
(3) guaranteed or preference shareholders ; (4) ordinary 
shareholders ; (5) debenture-holders and shareholders in 
any company whose line is leased to the arranging com- 
pany. Three-fourths in value of each of these classes 
can bind the minority, but unpaid landowners and gene- 
ral creditors are not mentioned in these sections ;: their 
consent is not necessary to the scheme, and they are not 


* The company could (but only, of course, at a heavy dis- 
A : em. ¢ , 3» 

count) raise money by the issue of “ Lloyd’s Bonds,” the 
holders of which would be entitled to rank as creditors of the 
company, to the extent to which the moneys so raised could be 
proveable to have been applied in satisfaction of claims 
actually recoverable from the company, but no further; Vide 
the Cork and Youghal Railway Company's case (18 W. R, 26). 














himself and the other judgment creditors, this decision 
is now questioned by Lord Justice Giffard in the present 
case. 





SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE—SUB-PURCHASER. 
Fenwick v. Bulman, V.C.S., 18 W. R. 179, L. R. 9 Eq. 
165. 
NotTicE—SuB-PURCHASER. 

MeCreight v. Foster, M.R., 18 W. RR. 509. 

It may be regarded as a definite principle that a 
mere sub-purchaser is not a proper party to a specific 
performance bill filed by the original vendor, and cannot 
himself file a bill against the vendor, there being no 
privity between them (see Cutts v. Thodey, 1 Coll. C. 
C. 233, and Chadwick v. Maden, 9 Ha. 188). The rule, 
that by a contract of purchase the purchaser becomes in 
equity the owner, applies only as between the parties to 
the contract, and not to strangers to it (Zasker v. Small, 
3 My. & Cr. 63). But if the vendor has recognised the 
sub-purchaser, the case is taken outoftherule. Thusin 
Holden v. Hayn, 1 Mer. 47, where one who had a con- 
tract of purchase assigned his interest under the contract 
and the vendor recognised the assignee by delivering the 
abstract of title to him and offering to execute him a 
conveyance, the vendor afterwards filing a specific per- 
formance bill against both the purchaser and his assignee, 
the bill was dismissed with costs as against the original 
vendee, and specific performance decreed as against the 
assignee. In the principal case of Fenwick v. Bulman 
the vendors had recognised the sub-purchaser by 
making him a party to their own bill for specific 
performance, after which the Vice-Chancellor held that 
they could no longer claim to be considered as strangere 
to his contract, and, therefore, unnecessary parties to hiy 
suit for specific performance. 
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The Vice-Chancellor in this case expressed his disap- 
proval of a dictum of Lord Cairns in Aberaman Iron- 
works Company v. Wickens (17 W. R. 211, L. R. 4 Ch. 
111) as ill-founded, as drawing an ill-founded distinc- 
tion between a suit for specific performance and a suit 
for rescission. In that case certain persons had, by ar- 
rangement between themselves and the vendor, an inte- 
rest in the benefit of his contract, and Lord Cairns said 
that they were properly made parties to a suit for 
rescission, though they could not have been made parties 
to a specific performance suit. The Vice-Chancellor 
queries the distinction, guoad hoc, between a specific per- 
formance suit and one for rescission, and we agree with 
him that in general there must be none. In point of 
fact the circumstances in the case before Lord Cairns 
were so complicated and so special that it is highly in- 
expedient to take guidance from the dictum to which 
they gave rise. The Vice-Chancellor, in conclusion, states 
that the obvious equity of a sub-purchaser is clearly 
recognised by Lord Hardwicke in Dyer v. Pulteney 
(Barnardiston, 160). We take it as settled by the older 
cases that the equity of the sub-purchaser only arises 
when he has been recognised by the vendor. 


Upon this latter point an important question arises as | 





to the notice and recognition of the sub-purchaser by the | 


original vendor. What amounts to recognition ; what 
duty does notice cast upon the vendor who receives it ? 


deposited his contract with a bank, as a security for an | 


advance, aud the bank promptly gave notice to the ven- 
dor. 


retail to be drunk on the premises, and a similar defini- 
tion is found in the edition of 1845, which was the cur. 
rent edition at the time when the covenant not to use a 
house as a beerhouse was entered into, the alleged breach 
of which was the question in the suit. It was open to 
the plaintiffs to contend, on the authority of Webster’s 
Dictionary, that a beerhouse is a place where beer is sold, 
whether to be consumed on the premises or not; but the 
question was, what was the legal, rather than the popu- 
lar, meaning of the word; and there can be little doubt 
that the consumption of beer on the premises, with itg 
attendant nuisances, is the evil against which such 
covenants are intended to guard. Jn Pease v. Coates (14 
W. R. 1021) it was held that the sale of beer by retail, 
not to be drunk on the premises, was no breach of a 
covenant not to use the premises as a public-house for 
the sale of beer, wine, malt liquors, or spirits. In Field. 
en v. Slater (17 W. R. 485) Vice-Chancellor James held 
that the sale of wine and spirits in bottle by a grocer, 
as an agent of a firm of London wine merchants, was a 
breach of a covenant “‘ not to use the house as an inn, 
public-house, or tap-room, or for the sale of spirituous 
liquors, wine or beer,” where the concluding words 
pointed to a further restriction than that supplied by the 
words “ not to use the house an an inn, public house, or 
tap-room,.” But in Jones v. Bone (18 W. R. 489), where 


' the covenant was against exercising the trade or calling 

In the second principal case of McCreight v. Foster, , 
@ vendor entered into an agreement to sell a beneficial | 
lease attended with onerous covenants, The purchaser | 


After this the purchase-money (or rather a balance ; 


of purchase-money then due), being tendered by the pur- | 
chaser, the vendor, without further communication with | 
the bank, conveyed to him. He conveyed to a purchaser | 
without notice and then became bankrupt, and the | 
Master of the Rolls decreed the vendor to recoup them | 
the amount of their loss. It is clear from Dyer v. Pul- | 
teney (supra) that a sub-purchaser can only have a! 
remedy against the original vendor, on the terms of | 
placing himself in the original purchaser’s shoes, and | 
undertaking to carry out his contract; and it seems also | 
clear, from Lucas v. Commerford (3 B.C. C. 166), over- | 
ruling Moore v. Greg (2 Phil. 717), that an equitable | 


assignee of a lease cannot be compelled to take upon 


himself the responsibility of an assignee out and out at 
the suit of the lessors. We fail to appreciate the grounds | 


on which the latter cases were distinguished by 
Lord Romilly. 


sent, the vendor could not have compelled 


Applying those cases to the pre- | 
the | 


bank to take an assignment from him, and, on the | 


other hand, they vould have obtained no right as against 
him, unless the terms of standing in the original pur- 
chaser’s shoes. We are informed that this case stands for 
appeal. We think that it may be affirmed on the 
ground that by completing without communication to 
them the vendor gave them no option of electing to 
stand in the purchaser’s shoes. The Master of the Rolls’ 
decision proceeds on this ground, and it is one which in- 
volves no practical hardship, It can hardly be considered 
unfair to say :—“ The sub-purchaser has primd facie no 
right against you unless he will offer to take the place 
of the original purchaser; but if you, after notice from 
him, deprive him of the option, you render yourself liable 
to him.” 

We think, however, that the Master of the Rolls has 
stated a rule too widely as to the effect of sub-contracts 
in general, The point involved in this case is one of 
much practical importance, and we shall look with in- 
terest for the appeal. 


LEGAL MEANING OF “ BEERHOUSE.” 

London and North Western Railway Company v. Garrett 
V.CJ., 18 W. R. 246, L. R. 9 Eq. 26. 

A beerhouse, according to the Vice-Chancellor and 

“ Burn’s Justice,” is a house where beer, &., is sold by 





of a hotel-keeper, or the trade or calling of a seller by 
retail, it was held that the sale of wine and spirits in 
bottles not to be consumed on the premises, under 24 & 25 
Vict. c. 21, s. 2, was no breach of the covenant, and the 
bill was dismissed, without prejudice to any question 
which might be tried at law. The distinction between 
the covenant not to sell, and the covenant not to 
exercise the trade of a seller by retail, is impor- 
tant. Upon the whole, it may be regarded as settled 
that the sale of liquors by retail, not to be drunk on the 
premises, is no breach of a covenant against using the 
premises as a beer-house or public-house. The meaning 
of the latter word, which is quite modern, was diseussed 
in Pease v. Coates. 





COMMON LAW. 
EVIDENCE OF NEGLIGENCE—DAMAGE TOO REMOTE. 


Smith v. London and South Western Railway Company, 
C.P., 18 W. R. 343. 
In order to entitle a plaintiff to have his case left to 


-the jury in an action of negligence, the plaintiff must, as 


a general rule, give affirmative evidence of negligence by 
the defendant. ‘ When the evidence is equally consis- 
tent with either negligence or no negligence it is not 
competent for the judge to leave it to the jury to find 
either alternative, but it must be taken as amounting to 
no proof at all” (Cotton v. Wood, 29 L. J. O. P. 333). 
This rule is not without exception. In the case of an 
accident which can hardly happen without negli- 
gence, the accident itself may amount to primd facie 
evidence of negligence, as in Byrne v. Boodle (12 W. BR. 
279), where a barrel of flour fell out of a warehouse 
in the defendants’ occupation and injured the plaintiff. 
It was held that the occurrence of the accident raised a 
presumption of negligence against the defendants, and 
that the case should be left to the jury, although there 
was no further evidence of negligence. It is doubtful, 
however, how far this exception is likely to be extended 
(see Scott v. The London Dock Company, 13 W. R. 410). 

In Smith v. The London and South Western Railway 
Company this rule requiring affirmative evidence of the 
defendants’ negligence has not been fully followed out. 
The defendants cut grass, &c., on the banks of their line, 
in August, in very dry weather, and allowed it to remain 
there in heaps for about a fortnight, These heaps caught 
fire during a high wind, and the fire extended a long way 
and burnt the plaintiff’s cottage at a considerable dis- 
tance from the heaps. Immediately before the fire broke 
out two trains of the defendants’ had passed the spot, and 
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at the same time there had been some platelayers and 
other servants of the defendants’ near the spot eating 
their dinners and smoking. There was no further evi- 
dence to show what set the heaps on fire. The case was 
left to the jury, who found a verdict for the plaintiff, 
and the question before the Court was whether or not the 
plaintiff ought to have been nonsuited. Bovill, C.J., and 
Keating, J. (Brett, J., dissenting), held that there was 
evidence to go to the jury. 

It would seem that the evidence in this case was 
“ equally consistent with negligence or no negligence ” on 
the part of the defendants, for the fire might have been 
caused by persons not connected with the defendants, or 
by acts of the defendants’ servants, for which they would 
not be responsible, as by sparks from their pipes ( Wil- 
liams v. Jones, 12 W. R. 1007). If this is so the case 
ought not to have been left to the jury (as the prin- 
ciple of Byrne v. Boodle appears not to apply), if the 
rule in Cotton v. Woode is to be followed. As, however, 
it was held that the case was properly left to the jury, 
it must be considered that there is now some doubt 
whether this rule will now be strictly observed. 

Brett, J., dissented from the view taken by the other 
learned judges, not upon this ground, but because he 
thought the damage suffered by the plaintiff was, under 
the circumstances, too remote, as the immediate cause 
was the dryness of the weather, coupled with the high 
wind, rather than the burning of the heaps of grass, 
Brett, J., gives a somewhat singular reason for holding 
that the plaintiff’s damage was too remote, viz., that the 
defendants, “ as reasonable men, could not have foreseen 
the further contingency and combination that the fire’’ 
would burn the plaintiff’s cottage as well as intervening 
ground. Thereis no doubt that damage, although caused 
really by a tortious act, may be so remote as not to be 
recoverable, but this is on the principle that the tortious 
act is not the immediate cause of the damage, er in other 
words, the damage is not the natural consequence of the 
act. If, however, the damage which has occurred is 
the natural consegence of the defendant’s tortious act, 
the defendant will be liable, whether or not he could 
have foreseen the actualdamage as a probable result of 
his act. The principle that a defendant is only liable 
for damage which he might have foreseen applies to 
actions upon contracts, but not to actions of tort. This 
is clear, and it is to be regretted that carelessness of lan- 
guage in a judgment should seem to cast a doubt upon a 
question, where no doubt should exist. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Lorps « vatice GIrrARD. 
March 28.—In Ke Palmer; Ex parte Palmer, 

This bankruptcy appeul raised the question whether ap- 
peals in bankruptcy proceedings instituted in a county 
court before the 31st of December last should be 
made to this court or to the chief judge in bankruptcy. 

The Lord Justice held that in such cases the appeals 
should be made to this court. Under the new Act the chief 

udge would hear appeals in cases instituted after the 31st of 
cember last. 
COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lincoun’s-Inn Frexps. 
(Before the Cuter JupGE.) 
March 28.—Re Talmanson. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 125, rule 230—Lnyjunction— Costs. 

The debtor in this case filed a petition for arrangement on 
the 19th inst., and on the 2lst a receiver was appointed. 
He had carried on business in London as a grocer, and his 
stock-in-trade and fixtures were sworn to be of the value of 
£300. At the period of the petition being filed the debtor 
had been sued by several creditors, and it appeared that 


some of them were now in a position to issue execution ; 


the debts amounted to about £2,000. 
Brough for the debtor now moved, pursuant to notice, for 





an injunction restraining further proceedings in the several 
actions. He stated that it was important in the interest of 
the general body of the creditors that the property should 
not be sacrificed Ly a forced sale. 

Mr. Piesse, solicitor for one of the creditors, said that 
issue had been joined in the action brought by his client, 
and the cause was now ready for trial. He asked that, in 
accordance with the ordinary practice at common law, his 
costs should be paid. 

Mr. J. Scott, solicitor for another creditor, also asked that 
provision should be made for his costs. 

The Curer Jupce said that the injunction moved for 
would be granted, and, with regard to costs, all he could do 
was to reserve the question for future consideration. It was 
impossible for him to make an order for payment of twenty 
shillings in the pound upon the amount of the costs and to 
leave the other creditors the amount only of their dividend ; 
he did not think he should be asked to make an order for 
payment of the costs in full. 

Solicitors, Reed § Lovell. 

Re Rogers. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869,s. 125—Tnaccuracy of list of 
creditors—Practice. 

Bagley, for the debtor, who had filed a petition for an 
arrangement, applied for the direction of the Court upon 
the refusal of Mr. Keene to register a resolution of creditors 
come to at a meeting of creditors held on the 24th inst., at 
Bangor, in Wales. 

It seemed that the debtor had carried on business at three 
different places—one in London and two in Wales—as a 
slate merchant and slate quarry proprietor. The business 
of the debtor as a slate quarry proprietor was managed by 
his son with the assistance of a foreman, and the debtor 
himself was not personally acquainted with the names of 
certain of his creditors nor of the amount of their respective 
debts. When the notices were given calling a meeting of 
creditors the debtor inadvertently omitted the names of some 
twenty persons, whose debts amounted altogether to about 
£150, but it appeared that at the first meeting creditors 
whose claims represented an aggregate of £3,000 attended 
either personally or by proxy. An affidavit filed in support 
of the application explained the circumstances under which 
the notices were given, and showed that the omission of 
certain names had arisen through inadvertence, and the 
application te the Court was either to direct the registrar to 
receive the resolution of the creditors—which provided for 
the payment of ten shillings in the pound on the debts due 
—or to give leave to hold a meeting in substitution for that 
which had already taken place. 

The Cuter Jupee was of opinion that an irregularity had 
occurred, and that it could only be correeted by holding 
another meeting, for which leave would be given, but notice 
must be given to the whole of the creditors, whether attend- 
ing the former meeting or not. His Lordship was willing 
to believe that the error had occurred inadvertently, but the 
matter must be set right. If, at the substituted meeting, 
the resolution was again confirmed, there seemed to be no 
reason why it should not be registered. 

Solicitors, Chester § Urquhart. 

Notice, 

The Chief Judge will not sit from the 30th March to the 
19th April, both days inclusive. During that period all 
motions, &c., of a pressing nature must be made before the 
senior registrar in attendance at the court in Basinghall- 
street. 


CCUONTY COURTS. 
SouTHWARK. 
(Before C, J. Wurrmors, Esq., Q.C.) 
March 17,—Carpenter v. The South Eastern Railway Com- 
pany. 
Railway Company—Liadility under 11 Geo. 4 and 1 Will. 4, 
c. 68, s. 1, for lost parcel— Party ta sue. 

Shortt for the plaintiff; Willis for the defendants. 

The plaintiff, an attorney practising in the Temple, is 
agent for Mr. Gibson, of Dartford, and in the month of 
August last sent by the defendants’ company a parcel con- 
taining law documents, amongst which were an award and 
a judgment paper which he (Mr. Carpenter) had been using 
in the capacity of London agent. 

The papers were never delivered to the consignee, and the 
plaintiff demanded of the company the sum of £9 12s, for 
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copies, and £3 3s. for attendances and expenses incurred in 
obtaining the same. The company refused to satisfy this 
demand, as they contended the parcel was over the value of 
£10, and no additional charge was paid on booking, as 
directed by the above section of the Act. 

Mr. Carpenter subsequently issued a plaint for £9 12s. 
only, for making copies of the papers. 

Three points of law were argued: first, who was the right 
party to sue, the consignor (Mr. Carpenter) or the consignee 
(Mr. Gibson) ; second, what was the meaning of “ value”’ 
in section 1 of the Act; and, third, what is a “security for 
money ”’ under the same seetion. 

Willis, for the company. 

Shortt, for the plaintiff, cited Freeman v. Birch, 32 L. J. 
Q. B. 492n., and Sargent v. Morris, 3 B. & A. 281. 
Secondly, that the sum of £9 12s. which had been 
paid for the copies was the “value” of the lost docu- 
ments, and that the charge for attendances, &c. (which 
were not inserted in the plaint), were professional 
“costs” of the plaintiff, and could not be estimated as part 
of the “loss” sustained; the question was, the value when 
booked, and not the damage that an owner would incur in 
replacing what was booked. Thirdly, that the words 
‘securities for money” were to be taken ejusdem generis, 
ond the intention of the Legislature could not have been 
that the section should apply to all agreements or orders 
for payment, and that even if the award ever had been a 
‘* security,” as the money in dispute had been paid, the 
stamped document had lost its pecuniary nature; he, there- 
fore, contended that as the parcel was under the value of 
£10, the plaintiff had acted in compliance with section 1 of 
the statute, and was entitled to his claim againt the com- 
pany with costs. 

March 23.—Mr. Wuirtmore delivered the following judg- 
meut.—This was an action for £9 12s., the asserted value of 
a parcel containing law papers sent by the South Eastern 
Railway Company and lost. A question as to the right of 
the plaintiff to sue was raised, as I presume, for a different 
purpose than that of merely defeating the present action, 
but I may dispose of it by saying that, as I think the plain- 
tiff was the party contracting with the carrier and having a 


special property in the goods sent, he was entitled to sue; 
and there remained the more important question in the 
case. viz., what was the value of the law papers or 


“writings” which were lost? The company, seeking to 
avail themselves of the Carriers Act, contended that their 
value exceeded £16, and, of course, the duty lay on them of 
establishing that excess. To do so they adopted as a 
measure of value the probable cost of the original produc- 
tion of these documents. ‘The plaintiff, on the other hand, 
contended that the true measure was the cost of replacing 
them by exact equivalent. As a fact, it was shown that 
such equivalent had been produced at a cost below £10, and 
I am of opinion that the critcrion proposed by the defen- 
dants is a fallacious one, and that proposed by the plaintiff 
one more reasonable and satisfactory. The articles in 
question are things of no intrinsic or general value, They 
are of value more or less to the owner only. They were 
produced to serve a particular purpose, and, that purpose 
accomplished, their value would in a great degree ecase. 
This consideration alone would negative the fitness of the 
measure or test put forward by the defendants. On the 
other hand, as these papers were of value only to the owner, 
and copies would be of equal value to him, the cost of such 
copies better represents what he has lost than the cost of 
the originals themselves, 
Judgment for plaintiff : costs. 
Attorneys for the plaintiff, Makinson §- Carpenter. 





Mr. Justice Willes recently, in sentencing two prisoners 
promecated and convicted under section 221 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1861, expressed his opinion of the inadequacy of punish- 
ments under the old Act. Two prisoners were indicted for 
umccalinent of weveral hundreds of pounds’ worth of property 
at the time of their bankruptcy; and a third prisoner was 
indicted for aiding and abetting. Mr. Justice Willes, in passing 
genomes, regretted that the offences had been committed while 
tle Bankruptcy Act of 1961 was in force, am it limited his 
power of wntencing the prisoners to a punishment adequate 
t their guilt. He could only give them twelve months’ im- 
po «miment with hard labour; but were the new Act in force he 
ult have dealt with them more in accordance with their 
desesta, 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Grorce PuitiPro, barrister-at-law, has beenappointed 
Attorney-General for the Colony of British Columbia, in 
succession to Mr. H. P. P. Crease, promoted to be a Puisne 
Judge of the Supreme Court. Mr. Philippo was called to 
the Bar at the Inner Templein January, 1862 (certificate 
of honour). In 1868 he was appointed to succeed Mr, 
Huggins as Queen’s Advocate at Sierra Leone, on the west 
coast of Africa. 


Mr. Henry Stewart Cunnincuam, M.A., barrister-at. 
law, has been appointed, by the Government of India, to 
officiate as a Judge of the Chief Court of the Punjab, during 
the absence of Mr. C. Boulnois. Mr. Cunningham was 
educated at Trinity College, Oxford, where he graduated 
M.A. in 1856, and gained the prize for the English essay in 
the following year. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in June, 1859, and formerly went the Home Cir- 
cuit. He has been Law Adviser to the Government of the 
Punjab since 1866, 


Mr. Frepericx J. Fecen (R.N.), of Lincoln’s-inn, bar- 
rister-at-law, has been appointed Naval Counsel to H. R. H. 
the Duke of Edinburgh. 


Mr. Joun Burper, solicitor, of Manchester, has been 
appointed Legal Secretary to the Right Rev. James Fraser, 
the newly-consecrated Bishop of Manchester. Mr. Burder 
took out his certificate, as an attorney and notary, in Trinity 
Term, 1841; he was for some years secretary to the late 
Bishop Lee, and fills the office of registrar of the diocese. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Cuater, solicitor, of Lowestoft, has been 
appointed, by the Board of Inland Revenue, Distributor of 
Stamps for the Lowestoft District, in the room of Mr. R. 
Morris, deceased. Mr. Chater, who was certificated asa 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1851, is also Registrar of the 
County Courts for the Lowestoft District. 


Mr. Cuartes Newman, of Barnsley, York, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknow- 
ledgments of deeds by married women, in and for the West 
Riding of the county of York. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Revesrment or Morteaces Bi. 

Sir,—As Mr. Dodd’s Bill for Facilitating the Re-vesting 
of Mortgaged Estates seems to be passing through the 
House of Commons without being opposed or even dis- 
cussed, perhaps you will allow me to point out shortly some 
of the principal defects in and objections to the measure. 
It is proposed to enact that if any person competent to give 
a discharge for the moneys for the time being due on any 
mortgage or other security shall by some writing acknow- 
ledge or declare that the same have been paid or satisfied, 
then and thereupon the hereditaments comprised in such 
mortgage or other security shall be held for the same es- 
tates and interests and in the same manner and right in all 
respects as the same would have been held had such mort- 
gage or other security never been made. 

1. It is not unusual for the legal estate in a mortgaged 
property to have been conveyed to the mortgagee by some 
previous mortgagee who is paid off, or by some previous 
owner from whom the mortgagor had purchased it. In all 
cases of this kind the effect of an acknowledgment by the 
mortgagee that the debt was satisfied would be to revest 
the property in the previous mortgagee or owner, and not 
in the person entitled to the equity of redemption. This 
would be rather inconvenient. 

2. Suppose that a mortgagee has, under a power of sale, 
conveyed part of the mortgaged property to a purchaser 
and afterwards acknowledges that the whole debt is satis- 
fied, the property conveyed to the purchaser will revest in 
the mortgagor or other the persou who would have been 
entitled if the mortgage bad never been made. This isa 
startling result, but it seems to be a necessary deduction 
from the language of the bill. Tho revesting takes effect 
upon all the hereditaments comprised in the mortgage, i.¢., 
all those described in and conveyed by that deed, and is not 
limited to the hereditaments remaining vested in the mort- 
gagee: and the principle that no man can derogate from his 
own grant cannot be extended to prevent a mortgagee from 
making  statemont perfectly true and innocent in itself, 
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merely because it will have the indirect effect of defeating 
a conveyance he has made. The bill, if passed in its pre- 
sent shape, will make it impossible for a mortgagee to 
convey 2 safe title to a purchaser under his power of sale, 
except with the concurrence of the mortgagor and his sub- 
sequent incumbrancers, 

3. On a subsequent investigation of the title it would be 
impossible to ascertain whether the person who had acknow- 
ledged that the mortgage debt was satisfied was competent 
to give a discharge for it. If a mortgage debt is on the 
face of the mortgage deed payable to A., but, in fact, A. is 
a trustee for B., and B. gives the mortgagor notice not to pay 
the debt except to himself, A. would not be competent to 
give a discharge to the mortgagor for the mortgage debt, 
and therefore an acknowledgment signed by him would not 
as it seems to me, have the effect of revesting the mort- 
gaged hereditaments, and the legal estate would remain 
outstanding in the mortgagee. According to the present 
law a subsequent purchaser has only to see whether on the 
face of the title-deeds the mortgage debt appears to have 
been paid to the proper person. The possession of the 
legal estate, of which the perusal of the title-deeds can make 
him almost absolutely certain, will protect him from any 

uitable claims of which he has no notice. Mr. Dodds’ 
bill will make his possession of the legal estate itself depen- 
dent upon whether the person apparently competent to give 
a discharge for the mortgage debt really was so, a matter 
which it is impossible for a subsequent purchaser to ascer- 


Some of the serious defeets I have pointed out could 
probably be remedied without giving up the principle of 
the bill, but whatever improvements may be introduced, it 
seems to me that such a bill must necessarily greatly in- 
crease the risk of concealed incumbrances. At present a 
purchaser taking a conveyance from a first mortgagee in 
possession of the title-deeds and the mortgagor, without 
notice of any other incumbrances, may feel morally certain 
that he has the legal estate and cannot be attacked by sub- 
sequent incumbrancers. But if the proposed bill should be- 
come law, a purchaser taking a conveyance from the mort- 
gagor, and obtaining from the mortgagee an acknowledg- 
ment that his debt is satisfied, will have no security except 


the mortgagor's honesty against the existence of aconcealed | 


second mortgagee. Such a second mortgagee would not be 
entitled to the title-deeds, but on the first mortgage being 
satisfied he would get the legal estate. Under the present 
law the possession of the title-deeds usually shows where 
the legal estate is, but under the new law it will be impos- 
sible to ascertain this, H. R. D 


[We have already noticed some objections to this mea- 
sure. Ep, §, J.] 





VENDOR AND SUB-PURCHASER. 


Sir,—The case of McCreight v. Foster reported in the last 
number of the Weekly Reporter opens some questions very 
important to conveyancing practitioners. Suppose a vendor 
contract to sell land in fee-simple for a deposit down, the 
rest of the purchase-money to be paid for in one or more 
instalments, with powers of re-sale in default, &¢. And 
suppose that the purchaser contracts to sell or let the land 
in say 100 or 1,000 lots for building, to be paid for, say when 
houses finished or otherwise, and that the 100 or 1,000 
sub-contractees give vendor notice of their contracts— 
what rights against vendor do they gain? Can they all 
insist on notice from vendor to them before he completes 
the purchase with his purchaser? And how far cau they, 
if they receive such notice, stand in the way of the comple- 
tion of the original contract ? If so, must these notices be 
served by hanu or merely posted ? 

Or to gain any right must not the sub-contractees attend, 
and tender vendor the money, and perhaps a conveyance at 
the time fixed in vendor's contract ; or, at any rate, offer to 

ut himself in purchaser's shoes (Dyer y. Pulteney, 

rnardiston, 160). 

Further, suppose the property sold were a leasehold 
burthened with covenants. It might bo that vendor was 
willing to sell and convey to his contracteo because he could 
rely on the suflicioncy of the latter's covenant to indemnify 
against rent and covenants, but that he would by no means 
accept the sub-contractee’s covenants. What, in this case, 


are the sub-contractee’s rights against him ! 
‘There might also be questions as to covenants running 
with the land. The case of Fenwick vy. Bulman (18 W. R. 








179, L. R. 9 Eq. 165) seems to show that a sub-purchaser 
can have no rights against original vendor unless the vendor 
has recognised him—follows in fact Dyer v. Pulteney. 

If McCreight v. Foster is rightly decided, a new condition 
of sale may be wanted to defend vendor against purchaser 
cutting himself into equitable payments. At common law 
of course, no transfer of contract (in its entirety even) for 
purchase would be noticed. 

Again, take the common case of a contract to grant a 
lease to a builder, and a deposit of that contract with his 
creditors, or a dozen liens given on it, and notice of them 
given to lessor. How far can lessor, without his own 
consent, be encumbered as to the fulfilment of these deal- 
ings? Itis not unusual in such a case to obtain from 
lessor a promise to the creditor to give him notice of com- 
pletion of contract before the creditor will advance the 
money. But is this promise unnecessary ? 

The case we refer to seems also to raise another point, 
bearing more on the relief given in equity. Assuming the 
sub-contractor to be entitled, as in McCreight v. Foster, 
to relief equivalent to damages from vendor for having 
conveyed to his own contractee without notice to sub- 
contractee, is not vendor entitled to relief over against his 
original contractee, and should not the decree be against 
the contractee in the first instance, with remedy only against 
vendor if he is in default? I understand that the case re- 
ferred to stands on appeal. X. Y. Z. 





County VOTING. 
Sir,—The owner of a long leasehold house in Middlesex 
of the nett value of, at least, £60 per annum, desires to 
be rated for the relief of the poor in respect of it, but at 
the same timie to obtain, by means of this property, votes 
for the county for two sons. 
Can any of your readers inform me how the desired object 
can be effected. The lodger clause seems iegntale 


* We 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

Mareh 28. —The Peace Preservation (Ireland) Bil? was read 
a first time. 

March 29.—The Peace Preservation (Ireland) Bitl._—Lord 
Dufferin moved the second reading. He expressed dee 
shame and sorrow at the necessity; but while convince 
that powers were needed, he believed that the bulk of the 
Irish people, being genuinely loyal, the powers in question, 
though carefully guarded, would be sufficient to restore 
order.—-The Duke of Richmond pointed to the charges of 
the Irish judges as a justification of the measure: he ap- 
proved its provisions, especially the press clauses, regretted 
earlier action lid not been taken, and hoped the measure 
would be vigorously enforced.—Lord Oranmore attributed 
the present state of Ireland in a great measure to the 
speeches made by members of the present administration, 
and lamented the Irish policy of the Government at some 
length.-—Lord Lurgan was sure of the necessity for the 
bill, and hoped that.cessation of the illegal acts it was aimed 
at would soon make it a dead letter.—Lord Derby said 
that, though the action came somewhat tardily, it was not 
one whit too strong, the press clauses particularly. He 
thought unanimity should no a be required of Irish 
juries.—Lord Kimberley justitied the delay by the superior 
importance of the Land Bill, the statistics of the crimes in 
question, and the unanimity with which the bill had now 
been received. He approved of the proposal as to juries, butit 
was unfit for a merely temporary measure.-—Lond Salisbury 
said the chief defect of the bill was that it strack only 
at the Fenians, and not at the Ribandmen, who were driving 
capital from Ireland. Abolish the necessity for jury unani- 
mity, and the secret assassin would be robbed of his security. 
No remedial measures would suffice by themselves. Treland 
was now worse than ever after 100 years of such, The fact 
was that the population of many districts, being low in 
the scale of civilisation, must be made to fear the law before 
thoy would love it.—Earl Granville would like to hear the 
Duke of Richmond and the Earl of Salisbury argue out the 
jury question together, He doubted whether the suggestion 
could be applied to Treland, and not at the same time to 
England. The bill aimed at agrarian outrage as much as 
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Fenianism. It was not the fact that the Government were 
just awakening from a delusive belief in remedial measures. 
Remedial legislation would do its work in the long run. 

The bill was then read a second time. 

The Peace Preservation (Ireland) Bill—Committee.—Earl 
Clanricarde was surprised at the number of Government 
amendments announced ; he disapproved the turning the 
Irish police into a guasi-military force ill adapted for de- 
tecting a crime.—Lord Dufferin said the Irish police had 
shown much skill. They were to be aided by a good de- 
tective force if possible—Lord Dufferin added another 
clause empowering the Lord Lieutenant to revoke licences 
to carry arms in proclaimed districts.—The press clauses 
were amended in order to render newspapers printed out 
of Ireland seizable there if containing seditious matter.— 
Some other slight amendments having been made, the 
report was received, and the bill read the third time and 


ed. 
Attorneys and Solicitors (Ireland). The Lord Chancellor 
had a request to make to Lord Chelmsford, who had given 
notice of his intention to move an address that evening for 
the appointment of a commission to inquire into the state- 
ments contained in a petition from certain solicitors and 
attorneys in Ireland, in regard to fees levied from them by 
the Hon. Society of King’s Inn, Dublin. It appeared to 
him that some of the statements of the petition, if they could 
be substantiated, would demand inquiry. At the same 
time, he had felt it his duty to communicate with persons 
who had more information than he eould possess on the sub- 
cw Bir yd those connected with the profession in Ire- 
d; and he found that it was desirable and also that it 
was desired on the part of certain of the benchers in Ireland, 
and especially by the law officers, and, he believed, also by 
some of the judges, that some opportunity should be given 
them to look intothe matter. He, therefore, hoped his noble 
and learned friend would not proceed with his motion until 
a reasonable time was allowed for seeing whether there was 
any answer to be made to the prima facie case set forth in 
the petition. 


Lord Chelmsford had no other wish than that the House 
should come fully prepared to deal with the question he had 
to bring forward, and he at once yielded to the request made 


to him to defer it for the present. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

March 25.—The Peace Preservation (Ireland) Bill (Com- 
mittee).—Clause 27 (Press). The House resumed the con- 
sideration of Mr. Bouverie’s amendment to omit the 
description “ seditious ’’ from the definition of publications 
which were to be declared forfeited to the Crown. After a 
long debate the amendment was negatived by a majority of 
333 to 56. The clause was finally carried by a majority of 
255 to 29. In clause 30 the time for bringing an action 
for an excessive and improper seizure was extended 
from fourteen days to two months. Clause 31 was omitted. 
With these exceptions clauses 23—36 were agreed to with 
verbal amendments. Clause 37 (Grand juries empowered to 
present compensation for damage done by outrages) was 
passed provisionally only, to be amended upon the report. 
Clause 38 (Assessment of the damages on occupiers). An 
amendment to charge it similarly to the county cess was 
rejected by a majority of 43 to 34.—Mr. Maguire proposed 
a clause requiring three notices to be given to newspaper 
eave before seizure under the press clauses.—The 

licitor-General agreed to one notice, but Mr. Maguire 
pressing his clause to a division, it was thrown out by a 
majority of 105 to 18. 

March 26.—The Peace Preservation (Ireland) Bill (Report 
of Amendments).—The Solicitor-General for Ireland substi- 
tated for clause 27 a clause providing that a warning should 
be given to newspaper proprietors before seizure, to be 
— between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m., with the same security 

© persona! service asin ejectment cases. The Solicitor- 
General for Ireland also added to clause 29 of the billa 
elause providing that chattels seized should be detained till 
the determination ofan action by the proprietor, to te re- 
stored on a verdict in his favour; and such restoration to be 
considered by the jury towards mitigation of damages. A 
proviso was added by the Solicitor-General for Ireland, on 
the suggestion of Mr. Bouverie, providing that no copy of 
& newspaper — before the Act should be receivable in 
evidence in favour of a seizure. Clause 38 was, after all, 
amended so as to render the compensation for damages 
leviable in the same manner as the grand jury cess, in- 





stead of on the dwelling-houses.— The standing orlarg 
having been suspended, the bill was read a third time and 
passed. 

The Churchwardens Eligibility Bill was read a third tine 
and passed. 


March 28.—The Jrish Land Bill (Committee).—Ulause 
1 (Ulster cusom). An amendment by Mr. Headlam intended 
to facilitate the extinction of the custom by arrangement 
and providing for the filing of a memorandum of such ex- 
tinction in the Landed Estates Court, was negatived without 
divisien.—An amendment by Mr. Samuelson proposing to 
legalise all other agricultural customs, besides the Ulster 
tenant-right custom, was rejected by a majority of 325 to 
42.—The debate then proceeded upon the question of de- 
fining the Ulster custom. On the suggestion of Mr, 
Cross ‘‘ usages’’ was substituted for ‘ usage.’’—A definition 
proposed by Mr. Johnston, defining tenant-right as a right 
of continued occupation on the payment of the rent stipu. 
lated or determined by fair valuation, or as the right of the 
tenant to sell his interest to a solvent incoming tenant to 
whom a landlord shall not make a reasonable objection, 
was objected to by Mr. Chichester Fortescue as not 
so much a definition as the creation of new cus. 
toms, and implying a Government valuation of rent, 
The amendment was rejected by 318 to 39. On Mr, 
Fortescue’s motion the words were omitted from 
the clause which limit the custom to compensation 
to be made or allowed on aceount of the outgoing tenant of 
a holding, and several other verbal amendments were made. 
The first paragraph of the first clause having been com- 
pleted, progress was reported. 


March 29.—Monastic and Conventual Institutions.-—Mr. 
Newdegate moved for a select committee to inquire into 
the existence, character, and increase of conventual and 
monastic institutions or societies in Great Britain, and into 
the terms upon which income, property, and estates belong- 
ing to such institutions or societies, or to members thereof, 
are received, held, or possessed. After some debate the 
motion was carried by a majority of 131 to 129. 

County Court Buildings.—A bill by Mr. Ayrton to place 
these buildings under the control of the Commissioners of 
Public Works, transferring also to them the property of the 
courts, was read a first time. 


March 30.—The Felons’ Property Bill.—Mr. C. Forster 
moved the second reading. He said its principle had re- 
ceived the approval, among others, of Chief Justice White- 
side, the Chief Baron of the Exchequer, and Vice-Chaneel - 
lor Malins. The species of civil death inflicted in England 
on all felons was peculiar to this country. In other countries 
the convict was allowed to dispose of his property, even ir 
those cases in which a capital sentence had been carried into 
execution, Why, because the offender was punished, should 
the innocent be compelled to suffer. There were many mis- 
demeanours for which the sentences passed were heavier 
than for the majority of felonies, and yet no inconvenience 
arose from leaving persons convicted of the former class of 
offence the control of their property. When prisoners 
sentenced for some trifling larceny were obliged 
to hand over any money they might have about 
them tothe Crown, instead of leaving it for the support 
of their wives and families, a feeling of sympathy 
instead of reprobation was excited in their favour. It was 
indeed contended that the Crown, upon proper representa- 
tions being made to it, was ready to forgo its rights in such 
cases ; but even if that were literally the fact, it furnished 
no good reason why alaw which was a blot on our juris- 
prudence should be allowed to continue. Of £1,200 for- 
feited to the Crown in 1864 £400 had been returned, while 
out of a sum of £1,589 forfeited in 1868 £1,112 had been 
returned ; and was it desirable for so small an amount that 
a right which operated very offensively should be main- 
tained ?—Mr. O. Morgan supported the measure on the 
ground that the existing law was totally unsuited to the 
requirements of the present day. No doubt the bill 
touched upon a question of great magnitude; but on the 
principle that half a loaf was better than no bread, he 
would accept it with pleasure rather than wait for a com- 

rehensive measure.— Mr. Jessel heartily supported the 
ill. Practically the law was not always enforced, and when 
enforced it came in the nature of a fine, not regulated by the 
enormity of the offence, but by the amount of property the 
convict happened to possess. Remarking upon the old law 
under which the King took the felon’s lands for a year and @ 
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day on the plea of corruption of blood, which disabled a man’s 
heirs from succeeding him, he remarked that this corruption 
of blood had been limited by an Act of George IV. to 
cases of treason and murder, and it was now-quite time it 
was altogether done away with. He also suggested the 
adoption of the practice in vogue in some foreign countries, 
of giving compensation to persons robbed, out of the effects 
of the thief, if he had any, instead of limiting the restora- 
tion to the actual stolen property or the proceeds from it ; 
and, besides this, he recommended that compensation should 
be given to a person on account of personal injuries re- 
ceived at the hands of thefelon, the jury fixing the amount, 
and leaving it to the prosecutor to levy the amount on the 
felon’s goods. But provisions should he inserted in the bill 
forfeiting a Government pension in the case of felony, and 
rights of citizenship also, so that no convict could be re- 
turned to sitin Parliament. For the better consideration 
of these points he recommended that the bill be referred to 
a select committee. 

Mr. Bruce approved the bill, and promised that the 
Government would facilitate its progress. He joined in the 
proposal to refer it to a select committee, and thought the 
suggestions as regarded compensation contained in the 
Government Bill of 1865 would form « good basis of opera- 
tions on that head. It was questionable whether provisions 
preventing felons sitting in Parliament would not unneces- 
sarily encumber the bill; but he trusted that the clauses of 
the measure would be so concisely framed that as little as 
possible would be left to the discretion of Ministers of the 
Crown in carrying out its provisions. 

The bill was read a second time and ordered to be referred 
to a select committee. 

_ The Party Processions (Ireland) Bill was read a second 
time. 

The Medical Acts Amendment Bill was withdrawn on the 
understanding that a Government Bill would shortly be 
introduced in the Upper House. , 


The Attorneys and Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill (Com- 
mittee).—Clause 1.—Sir F. Goldsmid said many members 
who took an interest in this question had left the House, 
supposing that a bill of such importance would not be 
brought on at that time (after 5 o'clock). He, therefore, 
moved to report progress. — Mr. Hinde Palmer said 
the hon. and learned member for Richmond (Sir R. 
Palmer) had gone carefully through the bill and en- 
trusted him with his amendments; the Solicitor-General 
had also carefully considered the measure, and the 
bill was regarded by these learned gentlemen as perfectly 
fair.—The amendment having been withdrawn, Sir F. 
Goldsmid said this clause raised the whole principle of the 


Crown present. He never heard so large a change in the 
law based upon so slender aground. It was said it would 
be easy for attorneys and clients to make their own bargains; 
but his impression was that it was better to have a fixed 
scale of charges, and that the plan now proposed would 
tend very much to the damage of the public and the benefit 
of the profession.—Mr. Bruce said the bill had been most 
carefully considered both by the Attorney and Solicitor- 
General. The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 2, 3, 
and 4, with some slight amendments. Clause 5.—Sir J. 
Trelawny moved the addition at the end of the clause of 
the following proviso :—‘‘ Provided always that whenever a 
solicitor holds deeds or securities on behalf of a client, such 
solicitor shall not be entitled to retain such deeds or 
securities until his costs shall be paid." —Mr. Bruce thought 
that, although the amendment involved a very important 
question, and one worthy of consideration, it ought not to 
be accepted without due notice. He would, therefore, 
suggest that the hon. baronet should defer it till the report. 
—Sir J. Trelawny said his reason for proposing the amend- 
ment was because—as he was informed by a barrister—a 
solicitor who held a client’s title-deeds or securities in a 
fiduciary capacity was sometimes able to use his possession 
of them as a sort of screw by which to make the client pay 
him an unjust bill.—Mr. M’C, Downing said that was quite 
impossible. By the present law, if a solicitor got the title- 
deeds of his client as a trustee he held them as a trustee, 
and if he did business with the client in reference to any 
articular deed he had a lien on that deed, but on no other, 
or his costs. ‘The law had been so distinctly laid down on 
that pie that it was unnecessary to argue the question.— 
Mr, 0. Morgan said that if a man delivered a deed to a 
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solicitor in a fiduciary capacity the solicitor would stand in 
the same position as any other trustee, and would certainly 
not have a lien on the deed for his charges ; but if the deed 
were delivered to him in the course of his professional 
business, he would certainly have the right to retain the 
deed as a guarantee until his charges were paid. In that 
respect, however, a solicitor only stood in the same position 
as any trader or artificer in an analogous case. A watch- 
maker to whom a watch was sent for repair had a right to 
retain it till his debt was paid; and, again, the person to 
whom a literary composition was delivered by the author 
for the purpose of revision had a right to retain the composi- 
tion until he had been remunerated for his labour.—Mr. 
Watkin Williams said Sir J. Trelawny had been misled. 
There was not the slightest pretence for raising any 
anxiety in the mind of anybody on that question. Deeds 
delivered to a fiduciary could not be retained as security 
for a bill, whether such bill was just or unjust. If 
delivered to a solicitor in the ordinary course of pro- 
fessional business, the solicitor could retain them as a 
lien for a just bill for work done, and no more. It was long 
ago decided in the case both of lawyers and of bankers that 
if documents of value were delivered into professional hands, 
unless they were delivered upon such terms that it was un- 
derstood there would be a lien upon them, they must be 
given up.—Mr. Young pointed out that the lawyer, in fact, 
did not stand in as good a position as other persons in that 
matter. The jeweller could detain his customer’s watch, 
and the only remedy the customer had was to bring an 
action to recover possession ; .whereas if a solicitor detained 
his client’s deeds the client could get his bill taxed by the 


| Court, and immediately his taxed charges were paid the 


attorney might be struck off the rolls if he detained the 
deeds.—Mr. G. Gregory also objected to the amendment on 
the ground that its principle, if good, would extend to 
every trade and profession in which the relations of prin- 
cipal and agent existed. The hon. baronet, if he wished 
to legislate on the matter, should bring in a bill dealing 
with it generally, and not seek to confine it to a particular 
class.—Sir J. Trelawny denied the assumed analogy be- 
tween the position ef the solicitor and that of the banker in 
the case supposed by previous speakers, and asked what the 
Home Secretary meant by saying—as he did at the be- 
ginning of the discussion—that was a very large question, 
and one well worthy of consideration. Would he deny that 
there was something in connection with that amendment 
which really ought to be dealt with ?—Mr. Bruce ventured 
to say that the larger the question the more important it was 
that notice should be given of the intention to raise it. In 
the presence of so many learned members he would not 


- - : | presume to offer any opinion of his own as to the necessit 
bill, and all were interested in having the law officers of the | 2 Ned 4 





of an alteration in the law of lien ; but the matter certainl 
ought not to be dealt with hastily—Mr. Alderman L 
complained of the Home Secretary for first acknowledging 
the importance of the amendment, and then pooh-poohing 
and wanting it to be put off till the report—the meaning of 
which they they all knew. He regretted the absence of the 
law officers of the Crown, and rather distrusted the guidance 
of hon. and learned gentlemen on a matter in which they 
were, perhaps, not the most disinterested authorities.—Mr. 
Hinde Palmer hoped the amendment, which proposed an 
alteration in a law that had existed for ages and was 
founded on the soundest principles of equity, would not 
be pressed at that stage, and that the bill would be 
allowed to proceed.—The Solicitor-General for Ireland 
fully agreed with what had fallen from the various learned 
members who had spoken as to that amendment, which pro- 
posed by a sidewind, and without notice to the House or 
the legal profession, to abolish the entire law of lien as far 
as solicitors were concerned. He trusted the amendment 
would be postponed till the report, and then be disposed of 
in avery summary manner.—Sir J. Trelawny thought it 
would, perhaps, be beneficial if the further progress of the 
bill were delayed for two or three days.—Mr. Rathbone 
said the measure had already been repeatedly postponed, 
and it was hardly fair to expect it to be put offagain. The 
amendment was then negatived by a majority of 95 to 10, 
and the clause agreed to. On clause 6, Sir J. Trelawny 
proposed to add to the end of the clause the following pro- 
viso:— Provided always that every claim of a solicitor 
shall be recoverable only if made within one year of the time 
when the work was done in respect to which such claim is 
made.” Mr. Alderman Lusk moved that the Chairman re- 
port progress, which was agreed to, and the House resumed. 
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The Survey of Great Britain, §c.. Bil/, and the County 
Courts (Buildings) Bili were read the second time. 

The Neutrality Laws,—In reply to Mr. Gregory, Mr. 
Otway said the Government wished to bring in a bill based 
on the recent report of the Royal Commission, but it was 
impossible to deal with so important a subject this session. 

he Irish Land Bill—Committee.—Clause 1 reserved.— 
Mr. Corrance moved an amendment to secure that when 
the landlord has bought out his tenant’s right under the 
Ulster custom, the holding shall not fall under the provi- 
sions of the 3rd clause.— Mr. Gladstone and Mr. Chichester 
Fortescue opposed the amendment, saying that every tenant 
must be protected either by the Ulster custom or by sta- 
tute, and wherever the custom is extinguished—no matter 
by whose act—the tenant must come under clause 3. 
—Mr. Hardy said that the landlord might have to com- 
pensate the tenant twice over.—Mr. Gladstone said under 
the —. Clause the Court would prevent any such injus- 
tice. Ultimately the amendment was negatived by 133 to 78. 
—Mr. William Johnston moved an amendment, providing 
that an Ulster tenant may transfer himself to clause 3 on 
giving up his rights under the custom. This was accepted 
by the Government, with the modification that the transfer 
shall be with the consent of the Court, that the choice once 
made must be adhered to, and that his holding shall for 
ever after be taken out of the Ulster custom.—Mr. M’Lagan 
proposed to add at the end of the clause a provision for the 
extinction of the Ulster custom by a lease for thirty-one 
years. The proposal was rejected by a majority of 176 to 
140.— Clause 1 was then agreed to, after some abor- 
tive deprecatory observations from Mr. Charley. Clause 2, 
(customs out of Ulster).—Mr. Gladstone proposed to add the 
following :—“ If in the case of any holding not situated in 


the province of Ulster it shall appear that a usage prevails | 


which in all essential particulars corresponds with the 
Ulster tenant-right custom, it shall in like manner, 
and subject to the like conditions, be deemed legal, and 
shall be in force in manner provided by this Act.” After 
some discussion, progress was reported. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JOSEPH PAYNE. 

We have to record the death of Mr. Joseph Payne, 
Deputy-Assistant Judge of the Middlesex Sessions, who 
expired suddenly on the 29th March, at West-hill, High- 

te, aged 73 years. The deceased gentleman was a son 
of the late William Payne, Esq., by Jane, daughter of Lucy 
Berry, a descendant of Oliver Cromwell ; he was therefore 
elder brother of Mr. Serjeant Payne, judge of the Southwark 
Court of Record, and coroner of London and Southwark. 
Mr. J. Payne was educated at St. Edmund’s Hall, Oxford, 
of which institution he was a gentleman commoner ; he was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1825, but after- 
wards migrated to the Middle Temple. For many years he 
enjoyed a considerable practice at the Central Criminal 
Court, and also attended the Westminster and Middlesex 
Sessions. In May 1859, he was appointed, by Mr. R. 
Pashley, Q.C., then Assistant Judge of the Court of Sessions 
of the peace for the county of Middlesex, to be Deputy- 
Assistant Judge of that Court, in succession to Mr. Witham, 
who had been appointed by Mr. Serjeant Adams, the pre- 
vious Assistant Judge. Since 1860 Mr. Payne had been 
deputy to Sir W. H. Bodkin, with whom he resided at 
Highgate, and continued to discharge his duties at the 
= Sessions house up tu the day previous to his 

emise, 


MR. W. COTHER, 

Mr, William Cother, barrister-at-law, expired at Dinan, 
in France, on the 20th March, in the fifty-seventh year of 
his age. Mr. Cother was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in November, 1840, and formerly practised as a conveyancer 
on the Oxford Circuit, and at the Gloucester Sessions. 


MR. H. H. DIXON. 

Mr. Henry Hall Dixon, Barrister-at-Law, died on the 
16th March, at Warwick Gardens, Kensington, in the forty- 
seventh year of hisage. Mr. Dixon was called to the Bar 
at the Middle Temple in May 1852, and for some years went 
the Midland Circuit, also attending the Leicestershire and 
Northampton sessions, he also more recently practised at the 





Central Criminal Court. Mr. Dixon was well known in 
sporting circles as ‘‘ The Druid,” under which cognomen he 
wrote “ Silk and Scarlet,’ “The Post and the Paddock,” 
“ Field and Fern,” and “ Saddle and Sirloin.” 


MR. H. C. HERRIES. 

Mr. Herbert Crompton Herries, Barrister-at- Law, died 
at Bonchurch, Isle of Wight, on the 19th March, at the 
age of forty-three years. He was the eldest son of the 
late Lieutenent-General Sir William Lewis Herries, C.B, 
(who was for some time chairman of the Board of Commis- 
sioners for auditing the public accounts). His grandfather 
was the late Colonel Herries, who was among the first to 
set the example of raising volunteer compinies during the 
last French war; and his uncle was the late Right Hon. J.C. 
Herries, private secretary to Mr. Perceval during the 
greater part of his administration. Mr. H. C. Herries 
was called to the Bar at the Inner Temple in June 1856, 
and had practised as an equity draughtsman and convey- 
ancer. 


MR. A. EVANS. 


The late Mr. Alfred Evans, solicitor, who died at the 
Parade, Monmouth, after a short illness, on the 23rd March 
in his thirty-eighth year, was the younger son of Thomas 
Evans, Esq., M.D., of Gloucester. He was certificated as a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term 1855, and was junior partner 
in the local firm of Powles & Evans. 


MR. J. F. CORBETT. 

Mr. John Fletcher Corbett, Attornzy-at-law, died at Led- 
bury, Herefordshire, on the 11th March. Mr. Corbett was 
certificated as a solicitor in Michaelmas Term 1836, and for 
a long period practised in the city of Worcester, but settled 
at Ledbury a few years back. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society held on the 29th March 
last, Mr. Hargreaves in the chair, the following question 
was discussed :—‘‘ Should the bill introduced by the Go- 
vernment relative to the tenure of land in Ireland become 
law?” The debate was opened by Mr. Warnington in 
the affirmative, and, after an animated discussion, was de- 
cided by the socicty in the same view by a majority of 
twelve to one. Mr. W. Appleton was elected to the vacant 
post of Honorary Secretary. The number of members 
present was twenty-three. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held in the Hall of the 
Honourable Society of Clement’s inn, Clement’s-inn, 
Strand, on Wednesday last, at 7 p.m. The chair was 
taken by Mr. J. C. Barnard. Mr. Plant moved—“ That a 
national system of compulsory secular education would not 
at present be in accordance with the requirements of so- 
ciety.” The motion was fully discussed by a large num- 
ber of members, and, on being put by the president, was lost 
by a majority of six. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INSORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The Examiners have appointed Thursday, the 28th April, 
for the intermediate examination of persons under articles 
of clerkship to attorneys; candidates for examination are to 
attend on that day at half-past nine in the forenoon, at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
London. The examination will commence at ten o'clock 
precisely, and close at 4 o'clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the secretary of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on or before Thursday the 7th April. 

The regulations in all other respects are identical with 
those already published. 

Finat Examination. 

The Examiners have appointed Tuesday, the 26th, and 

Wednesday, the 27th April, for the examination of persons 
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applying to be admitted attorneys ; candidates for examina- 
tion are to attend on those days at half-past nine in the 
forenoon of each day, at the Hall of the Incorporated 
Law Society, Chancery Lane, London. The examination 
will ‘meee at tem o’clock precisely, and close at four 
o'clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the Secretary of the Incor- 
gy Law Society on or before Thursday, the 14th 
April. 

In all other respects the regulations for this examination 
are exactly similar to those already published. 





LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES AT THE INCOR. 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Mr. H. M. Boras, Lecturer and Reader on Common 
Law, Friday, April 8—Lecture, 6 to 7 p.m. 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Srrtincs in Easter Term, 1870. 


sama | 





Monday,May 2 

Tuesday.... i} General paper. 

Wednesday . 4 

Thursday .. 5..Mtns. & gen. pa. 

Friday...... 6. — & gen. pa. 
Sht. causes, adj. 

Saturday .. 7 polly pod = 

Monday .... 9 


Tuesday....10 % General paper. 
Wednesday. .11 
Thursday ..12..Mtns. & gen. pa. 


N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be putin the 
paper to be so heard. 

V.C. Siz W. M. JAMES. 
Westminster. 
Wed., April 20.. Motions. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


Thur., April 2a General paper. 


Friday...... 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..23{ adj. sums., and 
general paper 


a 
| Monday ....25 
, Tuesday ....26 ¢ General paper. 
| Wednesday .27 
| Thursday ..28..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
| Friday ....29..General paper. 
' Petns.,sht. causes, 
, Saturday ..304 adj. sums., & gen, 
r. 
Monday,May 2 tee 
Tuesday.... a} General paper. 
Wednesday. 4 
Thursday .. 5..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
| Friday...... 6..General paper. 
| Petns., sht. caus., 
| Saturday .. 7{adj. sums., and 
} meral r. 
| Monday .... 9 os sii 


| Tuesday....10 > General r. 
Wednesday. .11 7 
Thursday ..12..Mtns.& gen. pa. 


N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked at least one clear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 











LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Westminster. 
Wed., April 20..Appeal motions. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
Thur., April 21..Petitions, & apps. 
Friday ....22 
Saturday ..23 
Monday ....25 
Tuesday ....26 
Wednesday. .27 
Thursday ..28 
Friday ....29..App. mtns. & apps. 
Saturday ..30 
Monday,May 2 
Tuesday.... 3 > Appeals. 
Wednesday . 4 
Thursday .. 5: 
Friday .... 6..App. mtns, & apps, 
Saturday .. 7 
Monday .... 9} Appeals. 
Tuesday ....10 
Wednesday .11..Petns., & apps. 
Thursday ..12,.App.mtns. & apps. 
N.B.—Such days as his Lordship 
shall be engaged in the House 
. of Lords are excepted. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
estminster. 
Wed., April 20. . Motions. 
or hone 
aan APP 32} General paper. 
Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday ..23{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 


Appeals. 


Monday ....25 
Tuesday ....26 > General paper. 
Wednesday .27 
Thursday ..28..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......29..General paper. 
Ptns., sht, caus., 
Saturday ..30{ adj. sums., and 
general paper 
Monday,May 2 
Tuesday .... 3 > General paper. 
Wednesday . 4 
Thursday .. 5,.Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday .... 6..General Paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday .. 7{ adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday .... 9 
Tuesday....10 > General paper. 
Wednesday..11 
Thursday ..12..Mtus. & gen. pa. 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the Thurs- 
day preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should 
be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes 
must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard. 


LORD JUSTICE GIFFARD, 
Lincoln’s Inn, 


Thur., April 21 } Appeal Court. 


Friday ....22 

Petns. in lunacy, 
Saturday ..23% bankrupt appeals, 

andapp. petitions. 
Monday ....25 = 
Tuesday ....26 
Wednesday .27 
Thursday ..28 


Appeal Court, 


Friday......29.-Appeal motions. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Saturday . .30% bkrpt. apps., and 
appeal petitions. 
Monday,May 2.. Appeal Court, 
Apps. from the 
Tuesday.... 3 > County Palatine of 
Weluees Lancaster. 
nesday. 4 
Thursday .. 5} Appeal Court. 
Friday .... 6..Appeal motions. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Saturday .. 1 ven apps., and 
appeal petns. 
Monday .... 9 7 


Tuesday....10 > Appeal Court. 

Wednesday .11 

Thursday ..12..Appeal motions. 

Norice.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lord Justice shal! be 
sitting with the Lord Chancellor, 
or the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted 


V. C. Stn JOHN STUART. 
Westminster. 
Wed.,, April 20.. Motions. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 

Thur., April 21..Causes. 
Friday......22..Petns, and causes. 
Saturday ..23..Sht. causes& caus. 
Monday ....25 
Tuesday ....26 > Causes. 
Wednesday .27 
Thursday ..28..Mtns. & causes. 
Friday......29.. Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..30,.Sht. causes & caus. 
Monday,May 2 
Tuesday.... 3 > Causes. 
Wednesday . 4 
Thursday .. 5..Mtns. & causes. 
Friday .... 6..Ptns. and causes. 
Saturday .. 7..Sht.causes & caus. 
Monday .... 9 
Tuesday....10 > Causes. 
Wednesday .11 
Thursday ..12..Motions. 
N.B.—Any causes intended to be 

heard as short causes must be so 

marked at least one clear day be- 





fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 

No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over, if it shall 
be within twelve of the last cause 
or matter tn the printed paper of 
the day for hearing. 


V.C. Sin RICHARD MALINS. 


Westminster . 
Wed., April 20.. Motions. 

Lincoln’s Inn. 
Thur., April 21,.General paper. 
Friday......22,.Petns, & gen. pa. 

oq fSht. causes, adj. 

Saturday ..23 aaa & gen. pa. 
Monday ....25 
Tuesday....26 > General paper. 








Wednesday. .27 

Thursday ..28,.Mtns. & gen. pa, 
+++ 29,.Ptns. & gen. pa. 
Sht. causes, adj, 
sums, & gen, pa. 


| Friday 
| Saturday ..30 





Messrs. Debenham, Storr & Sons, of the Great Metropolitan 
Auction Mart in Covent-garden, announce by circular that Mr. 
Puttick, auctioneer, late of No.'47, Leicester-square, this day 
joins their firm as partner. 

Mr. F. D. Chauntrell, the newly-appointed Government soli- 
citor at Calcutta, has reached that city from Bombay, and has 
been admitted as an attorney of the High Court of Bengal. 
Mr. F. R. Stack’s resignation of the solicitorship has been 
gazetted. : 

By the death of Mr. Henry Coppock, solicitor, of St rts 
Cheshire, the following local offices have become vacant :—Town 
Clerk of Stockport, Clerk to the Borough and County Justices, 
Registrar of the County Court, Clerk to Heaton Morris Petty 
Sessions, and Clerk to the Burial Board. 

Mr. George Warner Lawton, solicitor, of Eye, in Suffolk, 
who had resigned the office of Town Clerk, has been elected an 
alderman of that borough, in the place of Mr. Fleuer, retired. 
Mr. Lawton was certificated as a solicitor in Easter Term, 1829, 
and is a member of the local firm of French & Lawton. 

Sentor WRANGLERS.—In 1761 we have the first senior wrangler 

proclaimed by the foot-notes to have arrived at judicial honours. 

his was Wilson of Peterhouse, who became a judge of the Com- 
mon Pleas. Two years later the great Paley is senior wrangler. 
In 1772 we find the double names (with a bracket, calculated to 
mislead) of Prettyman (Tomlins), both signifying a well-known 
Bishop of Winchester in his day. Soon we have the excellent 
Milner, President of Queen's, and afterwards Dean of Carlisle. 
In 1787 we have Littledale, the famous judge, who with Tenter- 
den as chief, and Bailey and Holroyd as fellow puisnes, made 
what was called “‘ the golden era of the King’s Bench.’’ Copley, 
afterwards Lord Lyndhurst, comes in as second wrangler in 
1794, distanced by Butler, formerly a famous head-master of 
Harrow. In 1799 Lord Chief Justice Tindal shows as a good 
wrangler and senior medallist, and next year Vice-Chancellor 
Shadwell is a good wrangler and second medallist. The great 
lawyers are plentiful between 1806 and 1810. Sir Frederick 
Pollock, the Lord Chief Baron, is senior wrangler; Bickersteth, 
afterwards Lord Langdale, who refused the seals, the brother of 
the Rev. Edward Bickersteth, and uncle of the Bishop of Ripon, 
is also senior wrangler; and so are those distinguished judges 
Alderson and Maule. In 1812 Rolfe is the last of the wran- 
glers, or golden spoon, as it is sometimes called, but he gets 
his Fellowship at Trinity, and becomes Lord Chancellor. 
The year but one after, another eminent judge, the late Sir 
Cresswell Cresswell, was “ wooden spoon,’ the last of the 
junior optimes. Other eminent judges high among the 
wranglers were Alvanley, Ellenborough, Lawrence, Lens, 
Parke, Kindersley, Coltman, W. P. Wood, Cleasby, Black- 
burn. In 1824 the classical tripos is instituted, and hence- 
forth all double honours, besides the medals, are duly regis- 
tered. Among the senier wranglers we naturally meet with 
men of world-wide scientific attainments, some of them 
mathematical professors in the University—Herschel, Ellis, 
Stokes, Cayley, Adams, Airey, Challis. The illustrious 
Whewell missed the senior's place and came out second. Seven 
senior wranglers have become bishops, but bishops and great 
divines abound in the wranglers’ list, and generally range high 
up. Canon Melvill, Mr. Birks, Bishop Goodwin, and Bishop 
Colenso were respectively second wranglers. One senior wran- 
gler a few years ago, was drowned soon after his attainment 
of the honour, on the very day on which he was to sit for a 
Trinity Fellowship. The senior wrangler of last year, Mr. 
Hartog, is a Jew, and a special grace was granted by the 
Senate to enable him to be admitted to his degree. He has 
since received an appointment in the Foreign Office.—Leisure 
Hour. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GCVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, April 1, 1870. 

{From the Oficial List of the actuai business transacted.) 
8 per Cent. Consols, 933 | Annuities, April, 785 
Ditto for Account, April7 933 | Do.(Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 5 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 92 Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 Ditto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’72 Ct. (last half-year) 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 

INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

India Stk.,10$p Ct.Apr.’74, 208 Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 106 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1103 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, 780 113 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88 1003 | Do. Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 25 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.913| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25 pm 








RAILWAY STOCK. 




































Shres.| Railways. |Paid, | Closing prices 
{ __-— 
Stock |; Bristol and Exeter.. "| 100 77 
Stock | Caledonian.......s0ssescesseres sees 100 784 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ... 100 115 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .,,, -| 100 33 
Stock! Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 . 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern .....escccooseseee sevens .| 100 115 
Re EE fe 119 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland} 100 100 
Stock | Great Western—Original ..........c0-.s0000) 100 684 
Stock| Do., West Midland—Oxford... .| 100 42 
Stock | D0.,d0.—NeEWPOFt ..e.coresceeese .| 100 35 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... ‘| 100 127 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast......| 100 443 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover.., 100 15 
Stock | London and North-Western..,. 100 124 
Stock | London and South-Western ......... 100 88 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln | 100 52 
Stock | Metropolitan.......sessesee ses csesseres | 108 773 
non 3 |, RR CR Bigeeiiegs ; 100 125 
Stock, Do., Birmingham and Derby .... | 100 93 
Stock | North British .....ccccscoccosscssecses | 100 34 
Stock | North London .., | 100 118 
Stock | North Staffordshire... | 100 60 
Stock South Devon ........ | 100 45 
Stock | South-Eastern . 100 743 
Stock | ‘I'atf Vale.........0.0 | tuo 





* A receives no dividend antil 6 per cent. has been pais co B, 





INSURANCE COMPANIES. 











No. off Dividend | 
Shares} per annum Names. |Shares.| Paid. | share, 
Se ———— 
3 £ £3. al£ 5s. a. 
5000] 5 pe & bs| Clerical,Med.&Gen.Life 100 10 0 0/91 2 6 
4000] 40 pe & bs} County... own e+ 100 [10 0 0/85 0 0 
31440] 5 pe & bs| Eagle oo «= owes ee] «= 500 KO CO 6 CO COO 
10000] 7/28 6d pce} Equityand Law... «| 100 16 O O| 741 3 
20000] 72 2s 6d pc} English & Scot. Law Lifey 5@ [310 0} 5 5 0 
2700] 5 per cent! Equitable Reversionary.... 105 ne 9% 00 
4600} 5 per cent Do. New ... aie ems 50 [50 0 0/45 0 0 
5000] 5& 3pshb|Gresham Life .. .. 20 $5 0 0 
20000] 5 per cent{/Guardian.. ... .. 100 [50 © 0/51 10 0 
20000] 5 per cent) Home &Col. Ass,,Limtd., 50 |5 0 0/3 2 6 
7500} 10 per cent).Imperial Life ...  ...| 100 /10 0 O/16 12 6 
60000] 12 percent]Law Fire... .., .. 100 [210 0) 3 2 6 
10000] 324 prcent] Law Life.. ..,  .../ 100 [83 17 6/89 12 6 
00000} 10 per cent} Law Union nee ove 10 1010 0 017 6 
20000] 5417s 6d pe} Legal & GeneralLife .. 50 |8 0 01/9 0 0 
20000] 471286 pc} London& ProvincialLaw 50 [417 8) 411 3 
400004 -6 per cent} North Brit. & Mercantile 50 |6 5 0/23 5 0 
2500] 124 & bnsj| Provident Life ... -» 100 {10 0 0/3410 0 
690220) 20 per cent| RoyalExchange,,. ... Stock) All £318 




















Monzy Market And City INTELLIGENCE, 

A strong demand for money early in the week caused the 
funds to recede atrifle. The d d sub tly abating, 
they have established a further advance. Railways began 
heavily, but are now firm. The foreign market has been strong 
throughout the week. The proceedings on behalf of the Erie 
Protective Committee were to commence this week at New 
York. Meanwhile an agent of Messrs. Fisk & Gould has, it 
is stated, been despatched to London on some occult mission. 

It is stated that the liabilities of Mr. Wm. Cotterill, of Cot- 
terill & Sons, solicitors, Throgmorton-street, who suddenly dis- 
appeared last week, amount to upwards of £100,000. 

The fifteenth annual meeting of the Law Union Fire and 
Life Insurance Company was held on Thursday. The report 
stated that in the fire department 5,276 new policies had been 
issued during the year ending 30th November last, yielding 














in premiums £6,776 Os. 8d., and in the life department 309 new 
policies, insuring £263,490, yielding in premiums £9,902 5s. 9d., 
and that the assets of the company amounted to £293,076 
14s.7d. A dividend and bonus together of twelve per cent. on 
the paid-up capital was declared. 

The Monte Albo Mining Company (Limited) has been formed 
to purchase and further develope the silver lead mines known as 
Guzurra and Su-Ergiolu, situate in the commune of Lula, dis- 
trict of Nuoro, province of Sassari, Island of Sardinia, held 
under a concession of the King of Italy, which gives the right 
of working the minerals in perpetuity (free of royalty or any 
payment except export duty). The capital to be raised is 
£100,000., in 20,000 shares of £5 each, £1 being payable on 
application, and £4 on allotment, of which 12,800 are to be 
A shares, to bear a preferential dividend of £15 per cent. per 
annum, and 7,200 are to be B shares, which are to take a divi- 
dend of 15 per cent. per annum, if such is earned after A shares 
have received 15 per cent., and which are taken by the vendors 
in part payment of the purchase-money, which is placed at 
£86,000, the fully paid-up B shares representing £36,000, 
therefore 250,000 is to be paid in cash. The remainder of net 
returns available for dividend over 15 per cent. on both A and 
B shares respectively, and the payment of £1 per ton royalty 
on ores sold, is to be further equally divided. 

The prospectus of the Tuolumne Gold Mining Company 
(Limited) has been issued: capital £80,000, in 40,000 shares of 
£2 each. The property is situated in the county Tuolumne, in 
the state of California, about eleven miles from Sonora. Appli- 
cations for shares will not be received after the 6th inst. 

The prospectus of the Metropolitan Public Carriage and Kee 
pository Company (Limited), has been issued, with a capital of 
£150,000, in 100,000 fully paid-up shares of £1 each; 2s. 6d. to 
be paid on application ; 2s. 6d. on allotment; and the remain- 
ing 15s. to be paid by three instalments of 5s. each, at intervals 
of two months; with power to issue debentures for £50,000. 
Share warrants to bearer will be issued at option of applicant. 
Interest at the rate of 5 per cent. will be allowed to shareholders 
who pay in full upon their shares. 








Mr. J. E. Poole, coroner of Bridgwater, in Somersetshire, died 
on the 19th March. 

The office of Queen’s Advocate at Sierra Leone is vacant, in 
consequence of the eg of Mr. George Philippo to be 
Attorney-General of British Columbia. The vacant office is 
worth £800 per annum, 

Mr. Francis Woolnough, of Eye, Suffolk, has been elected 
Town Clerk of that borough, in the room of Mr. G. W. Lawton, 
solicitor, resigned. Mr. Woolnough has performed the duties 
of Town Clerk for nineteen years, under the supervision of Mr. 
Lawton, as his deputy. 

At Liverpool the other day the assignees of a bankrupt, who 
claimed to recover £70 10s., were non-suited by Brett J., on the 
ground that the payment of the sum to the defendant’s cashier 
had been bona fide, and that the notice of assignment had only 
appeared in the London Gazette, and not also in a London daily 

aper. 
. Mr. John Thomas Graves, Barrister-at-Law, has resigned 
the office of Poor Law Inspector, which he has held under the 
Poor Law Board for a period of twenty-four years. Mr. Graves 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1831 

Illinois judges have decided that bets can be recovered of stake- 
holders by winning parties. 

A recent number of the Canada Law Journal has the fol- 
lowing odd announcement :—‘‘ Mr. Spragge has been offered 
and has accepted the Chancellorship, and ¢iat Mr. Strong has 
been appointed one of the Vice-Chancellors.” Is this a mis- 
print or an expression of opinion? The italics are ours. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
March 29—By Messrs. Denenuam, Tewson, & FARMER. 
Leasehold four shops and two houses, Nos. 108, 110, 112, 114, 116, 
and 118, Great Cambridge-street, Hackney-road, producing £169 
per annum; term, 58 years unexpired, at £62 10s. Sold £2,650. 
Leasehold house, No. 10, Denmark-hill; term 534 years from 126, at 
£5 per annum. Sold £120. 
By Mr. F. Gopwin, 
Freehold business premises, No. 3, Duke-st, Manchester-square, pro- 
ducing £90 per annum. Sold £1,660. 
Leasehold residence, 3, Upton-villas, Kilburn; let at £91 per annum ; 
term 74 years unexpired, at £6 per annum. Sold £650. 
By Mr. Munnewy. 
F reehold premises, No. 21, Newgate-street, producing £250 per annum. 
30. 


Freehold business premises, No, 20, Newgate-street, and 7, Rose-street, 
let at £350 per annum. Sold £5,940. 
Freehold house, No, 38, St. Mary~at-hill, let at £70 per annum. Sold 
,510. 
Freehold two houses, 6 and 7, Love-lane, let at £80 per annum. Sold 
£1,870. 
Leasehold premises, Nos. 233, 235, and 237, Edgware-rd, let on iease at 


£336 per annum ; term 31 years unexpired, at £27 perannum. Sold 


£3,450 
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By Messrs. C. and H. Waite. 

Leasehold four houses, Nos. 1 to 4, Archer-street, Bond-street, Vaux- 
hall, producing £95 16s, per annum; term 61 years from 1847, at 
£18 per annum. Sold £485, 

Freehold three houses, Nos. 5 to 7, Archer-street, producing £83 4s. per 
annum. Sold £735. 

Leasehold residence, No. 19, Park-place, Lower Park-road, Peckham ; 
term 654 years, from 1823, at £4per annum. Sold £200. 

Leasehold house, No. 2, Bowring-cottages, in rear of above, let at £18 
4s. per annum ; term same as above, at £2 per annum. Sold £80. 

March 30.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousFienp. 

Freehold marine mansion, No. 35, Adelaide-crescent, Brighton, Sold 

Leasehold residence, No. 15, Burghley-road, Kentish-town; annual 
value £70, term 99 years unexpired, at £6 2s.6d. perannum. Sold 


Leasehold residence, No. 4, Ashdown-street, Queen’s-crescent, Haver- 
stock-hill, let at £36 per annum, term 99 years from 1865, at £6 per 
annum. Sold £295. 

By Messrs. CuxsTERTON & Son. 

Leasehold house, No. 14, Scarsdale-ter, Kensington, let at £32 per 
annum ; term 52 years unexpired, at £6 per annum. Sold £335. 

Leasehold house, No. 11, Seymour-place, Fulham-road, let at £26 per 
annum ; term 36 years unexpired, at £3 15s. per annum, Sold £195. 

Leasehold house, No. 15, Seymour-place, let at £32 per annum; term 
20} years unexpired, at £7 per annum. Sold £195. 

Leasehold house, No. 38, Seymour-place, let at £34 per annum; term 
274 years unexpired, at £12 per annum. Sold £175. 

Leasehold house, No. 24, York-street East, Commercial-road East, let 
at £27 12s. per annum; term 224 years unexpired at a peppercorn 
rent. Sold £190. 

Leasehold two houses, Nos. 6 and 7, Clarke-street, Commercial-road 
East, producing £43 per annum, term 31 years unexpired, at £16 per 
annum. Sold £220. 

Leasehold house, No. 66, Sydney-street, Commercial-road Zast, let at 
£26 8s. per annum; term 234 years unexpired, at £3 per annum. 
Sold £150, 

Leasehold house, No. 30, Watney-street, Commercial-rcad, let at £19 
10s. per annum; term 27} years unexpired, at £3 per annum. Sold 
£90. 

Leasehold house, No. 10, Paterson-street, Commercial-road, let at £18 
per annum ; term 31 yearsunexpired, at £8 per annum. Sold £105. 

Leasehold house, No. 11, Pattison-street, annual value £18; term 32 
years unexpired, at £8 per annum. Sold £90. 

Leasehold house, No. 52, Exmouth-street, Commercial-road, let at £22 

r annum; term 31 years unexpired, at £8 per annum. Sold £175. 

Leasehold five houses, Nos. 1 to 5, Church-crescent, Church-street, 
Kennington-road, producing £114 8s. per annum; term 53 years un- 
expired, at £17 10s. perannum. Sold £680. 

Leasehold two houses, Nos, 27 and 28, Frederick-street, Hampstead- 
road, producing £76 per annum; term 51 years unexpired at £12 per 
annum. Sold £725. 

By Messrs. Hupson & Son. 

Leasehold house, No, 54, Westmoreland-street, Pimlico, let at £42 per 
annum; term 65 years from Michaelmas last, at £8 per annum. Sold 
£470. 

Leasehold house, No. 1, Wallgrave-terrace, Redfield-lane, Earl’s-court, 
Kensington, letat £28 per annum; term 89 years from Michaelmas 
last, at £5 per annum. Sold £280. 

Leasehold house, No. 2, Wallgrave-terrace, let at £26 per annum; term 
and ground-rent same as above. Sold £230, 

Leasehold house, No. 3, Wallgrave-terrace, rental, term and ground- 
rent,same as above. Sold £235, 

Leasehold house, No. 4, Wallgrave-terrace, rental, term, and ground- 
rent, same as above. Sold £250. 

Leasehold house, No. 6, Wallgrave-terrace, let at £28 per annum; term 
same as above. Sold £245, 

Leasehold house, No. 12, Wallgrave-terrace, let at £28 per annum 
term same asabove. Sold £240. 

Leasehold house, No. 103, Leighton-road, Kentish-town, let at £37 per 
annum; term 71 years unexpired, at £5 5s. per annum. Sold £380. 

Leasehold house, No, 113, Leighton-road, let at £40 per annum; term, 
and ground-rent same as above. Sold £400. 

Leasehold house, No. 6, Preston-street, Maldon-road, Kentish Town, 
annual vaiue £30; term 75 years unexpired, at £5 perannum. Sold 
£210. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
BARDSWELL- On March 26, at Highfield, Surbiton, the wife of C. 
W. Bardswell, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
BLACKBURNE—On March 23, at Stone Cottage, Oldham, the wife of 
Charles Edward Blackburne, solicitor, prematurely, of twin daughters. 
CHITTY—On March 24, at 34, Queensborough-terrace, Kensington- 
gardens, the wife of Joseph W. Chitty, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. 
CLARENCE—On March 25, at No. 37, Alexandra-road, St. John’s-wood> 
London, the wife of L. B, Clarence, barrister-at-law, Lincolns-inn, of 


a son. 

DAVIDSON—On March 23, at Aberdeen, the wife of Alexander David- 
son, of Desswood, advocate, of & son, 

JAMES—On March 27, at 23, Rock Park, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, the 
wite of T. H. James, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son, 

KINGDON—On March 24, at 29, Marlborough-hill, St. John’s-wood, 
the wife of Paul A. Kingdon, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son. 

MAJOR—On March 26, at Reigate-hill House, Reigate, the wife of 
Pryce A. Major, Esq., barriater-at-law, of a daughter, 

MOORE—On March 26, at Frankville, Bebington, the wife of R. B, 
Moore, Esq., solicitor, Birkenhead, of a son. 

MARRIAGES, 

BIRT—HENLEY—At the British Embassy, Paris, Wm. J. Birt, barris- 
ter-at-law, Lincoln’s-inn, to Miss Henley. 

STEPHEN—PARRY—On Feb. 24, at Delhi, N.W.P., India, Carr 


Stephen, Esq., barrister-at-law and ig S.C. Courts, to Rosa, 
eldest daughter of Joseph Chatwin Parry, Esq. 





WATSON—GREEN—On March 23, at Rawdon, Yorkshire, Samuel! 
Watson, of Bouverie-street, London, solicitor, to Martha Louisa» 
daughter of Rev. S. G. Green, B.A., President of Rawdon College. 

DEATHS. 

BOCKETT— On March 16, Daniel Smith Bockett, Esq., of The Heath > 
Hampstead, and of No. 60, Lincolns-inn-fields, in his 73rd year. 

EVANS —On March 23, at the Parade, Monmouth, Alfred Evans, Esq, 
solicitor, aged 38. 

PAYNE—On March 29, of apoplexy, at Highgate, Joseph Payne, Esq., 
Deputy-Assistant Judge of the Middlesex Sessions, aged 72. 
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BrEAKFAasT.—Epps's Cocoa.—GRATEFUL AND CoMFORTING.—The very 
agreeable character of this preparation has rendered it a general favour- 
ite. The ‘‘ Civil Service Gazette’ remarks:—“ By a thorough know- 
ledge of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and 
nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr, Epps has provided our breakfast tables witha deli- 
cately flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills.” 
Made simply with boiling water or milk. Sold only in tin-lined packets, 
labelled—James Eres & Co., Homeopathic Chemists, London.—{(Apvr.} 


LONDON GAZETTES. 





EHinding up of Joint-Stock Companies. 
Fripar, March 25, 1870. 
UNLIMITED IN CuaNcerY. 

Manchester and London Life Assurance and Loan Association.—Vice- 
Chancellor James has, by an order dated March 14, ordered that 
the above company should be wound up. Underwood & Colman, 
Holles-street, Cavendish-sq, solicitors for the petitioners. 

LimitED In CHANCERY. 

Imperial Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented March 23, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins 
on the first petition day in April. G. & A, Lindo, King’s Arms-yard, 
Moorgate-st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Tvurspay, March 29, 1870. 
UNLIMITED 1N CHANCERY. 


Alfred Average Association for British, Foreign, aud Colonial Builé$ 
Ships.—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, by an order dated March 18, 
ordered that the above company be wound up. Lowless & Nelson, 
Gracechurch-st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Anchor Assurance Company.— Vice-Chancellor James has, by an order 
dated March 21, ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Evans & Co, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Metropolitan Counties and General Life Assurance,‘ Annuity, Loan, and 
Investment Society.—Vice-Chancellor James has, by an order dated 
Jan 17, appointed Samuel Lowell Price, of 13, Gresham-street, to be 
official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before May 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. Samuel Lowell Price. Tuesday, May 31, at 12, is ape 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Queen Average Association for British, Foreign, and Colonial Built 
Ships.—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, by an order dated March 18, 
ordered that the above Company be wound up. Lowless & Nelson,. 
Gracechurch-st, solicitors fur the petiticners. 

Saltash and Callington Railway Company.—Petition for winding up, 
presented March 24, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Malins on the first petition-day in April. Batten, Great George- 
street, Westminster, solicitor for the petitioners. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Imperial Silver Quarries Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, as 
to those within the jurisdiction of the court, on or before April ll, 
and as to those out of the jurisdiction, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to George Herbert Elyard Brown, of 2, Copthall-buildings. Thurs- 
day, April 14, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims of such of the creditors as are within the juris- 
diction of the court: and Saturday, June 4, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims of such creditors 
as are out of the jurisdiction. 

Laffak and Garswood Collieries Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated March 18, ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued. Field & Co, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields, for Lowndes & Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the 
petitioners, 

Friendly Societies Bissolveu 
Fripay, March 25, 1870. 

Ancient Britons Friendly Society, Cock Inn, Watling-street, Wellington, 
Salop. March 21. 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Fripar, March 25, 1870. 
Last Day of Proof. 

Barker, John, Ashenhurst, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. April 22. Stans- 
field v Barker, V.C. Stuart. Eastwood, Todmorden. 

Bennett, Dan! Edward, Brisbane, Austealia, Oct 1. Adelle Bennett, 
V.C. Stuart. Carter & Goold, Newnham. 

Mayes, Hy, Epsom, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. April 23. 
Mayes, M.R. Hocombe, Bedford-row. 


Mayes v 





Mills, Hy, Oxford-st, Silversmith. April 20. Mills e Mills, V.C, James, 
Stanley, Austinfriars. 

Phillips, Geo Hy, Stanhope-st, Hampstead-rd, Artist. April 30, 
Philipe v Simmons, V.C. Stuart, Cookson & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s- 


inn. 
Purcell, Edward, Bath, Somerset, Admiral R.N. April 25. = Pureell @ 
Purcell, V.C. James. Lambert, John-st, Bedford-row. 
Roberts, Arthur, Old Kent-rd, Esq. April30. Roberts r Roberts, V.C. 
Stuart. Loughborough, Austinfriars 
Next of Kin. 


Beeby, Wm, Allonby, Cumberland, Yeoman, Those resident within 


the United Kingdom, by April 20; all other claimants by Nov 1. 
Currey v Atkinson, M.R. 
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Wise, John, Wokingham, Berks, Iankeeper. April 16. Finch » Lane, 
- Tugspay, March 29, 1870. 
Buggs, Joseph, Epsom, Surrey, Grocer. April 11. Buggs » Tomp- 
son, V.C. Stuart. White, Russell-sq. 

Clark, Jas, Billiter-st, Merchant. April 25. Clark v Clark, V.C. 
Stuart. Walters & Gush, Finsbury-circus. ’ 

Knight, Eliz, Wrecclesham, Surrey, Widow. April 22. Re Knight. V.C. 
James. Jarvis, Chancery-lane. 


Pegg. Wm, Liansamier, Glamorgan, Esq. April 22. Pegg v Pegg, 
M.R. Whatmun, Salisbury. f i 
Reed, George, Burnham, Somerset,Gent. April25, White o Fryer, 


V.C. Malins. 

Reynelds, Peter, Ilford, Essex, Licensed Victualler. April 25. Pardow 
v Reynolds, V.C. Malins. Glynes & Son, Crescent, America-sq. 

Rough, Wm Hy, East Moulsey, Surrey, Esq. April 7. Hutchinson v 
Rough, V.C. Malins. Rivolta, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields, 

Shepherd, Frances, Maidstone, Kent, Widow. April 20. Fordham v 
Brown, V.C. Stuart. Monckton & Co, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s- 


inn. 

Spurin, Edwd Chas, New Bond-st, Toy Manufacturer. April 28. 
Spurin v Spurin, M.R. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. — 

Wilkinson, Hy Jas, Hooton Pagnell, York, Clerk. April 30. Hicks 
v Wilkinson, V.C. Stuart. Taylor, Wakefield. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frrway, March 25, 1870. 
a Ann, Foscote, Wilts, Widow. May 1. Keary & Co, Chippen- 


am. 

Betts, Jesse, Gregories Farm, Bucks, Farmer. April 30. Charsley, 
Beaconsfield. 

= Wm, Garrigill, Cumberland, Cattle Dealer. May 7. Dickinson, 

Iston. 

Bossom, Wm, Oxford, Publican. May 2. Dayman & Walsh, Oxford. 

Burgess, Wm, Wiggenhall, Norfolk, Farmer. April 30. Reed, Down- 
ham Market. 

Cowper, Andrew John, Ledbury-rd, Bayswater, Esq. June 30. Hol- 
mer & Co, Philpot-lane. 

Dalton, Geo, Barwell, Leicester, Farmer. April23. Pilgrim & Preston, 
Hinckley. 

Fisher, Railton, Bassenthwaite Halls, Cumberland, Husbandman. May 
2. McAlpin, Carlisle. 

Froom, Priscilla, Chard, Somerset, Widow. May 1. Clarke & Lukin, 
Chard. 


Gibb, Wm, Lpool, Bag Merchant. April 30. Tyrer & Co, Lpool. 

Hare, Joseph, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Land Agent. April 30. Charsley, 
Beaconsfield. 

Hughes, Lydia Nancy Hannah, St Luke’s-rd, Bayswater, Widow. May 
2, Hughes, Bedford-row. 

Hunt, Hy, Oxford, Confectioner. May 1. Druce, Oxford. 

Law, Geo, West Melton, York, Coal Master. May 1. Nicholson & Co, 
Wath, nr Rotherham. 

Love, John, Lower Brook-st, Hanover-sq, Surgeon, June 24. Chars- 
ley, Beaconsfield. 

Pimm, John, Aldenham, Herts, Baker. May1. Pugh, Watford. 

aS John, Domett Farm, Somerset,Yeoman. Mayl. Clarke & Lukin, 

h 


ard. 

Sampson, Wm, Sutton, Notts, Grocer. April 16. Handley & Walkden, 
Mansfield. 

Shufflebotham, Wm, Betley, Stafford, Shopkeeper. April 16. Slaney, 
Newcastle. 

Smith, Chas, Anstey Knap, Hants, Esq. May 28. Smith & Co, North- 
umberland-st, Strand. 

Steiner, Hy Fredk, Hyndburn, Lancashire, Esq. April 20. Shaw & 
Tremellen, Gray’s-inu-sq. 

Swaine, Anna Maria, Paulton’s-sq, Chelsea, Widow. Aprii 30. Carlisle 
& Ordell , New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Walbank, Joseph, Keighley, York, Broker. June 27. Weatherhead & 
Burr, Keighley. 

Warner, Geo Augustus Alves, Dumoh, India, Captain. June 24. 
Chanter & Ffinch, Barnstaple. 


TuespaY, March 29, 1870. 


Adams, Fras Thomasine, Guildford, Surrey. May 1. Simpson & Cul- 
lingford, Gracechurch-st. 

Bingley, Hy,Leeds,Gent. Junel. Markland & Davy, Leeds. 

Chadwick, Jas, Wakefield, York, Wine Merchant. April 30. Harrison, 
& Smith, Wakefield. 

Chinnock, Fredk, Waterloo-pl, Pall-mall, Auctioneer. May 30. 
Poweil & Co, Raymond-blidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Colebrooke, Sir Wm Macbean Geo, Sa!t-hill, Slough, Bucks, General. 
May 10. Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Davis, Alfred, Norfolk-sq, Hyde-park, Esq. May 6. Sampson & Co, 
Finsbury-circus. 

Fernyhough, Josiah Wm, Charles-sq, Hoxton, Gent. May i. Allsop 
& Burt, Coborn-st, Bow. 

——, John, Mullock, Scotland, Esq. April 20. Webster, Essex-st, 

trand. 

Hardcastle, Jas, Firwood, nr Boulton-ie-Moors, Lancashire, Bleacher. 
June 20. Briggs & Bailey, Bolton. 

Heaton, Wm, Rochdale, Lancashire, Gent. May 2. Buckley & Heap, 
Rochdale. 

Leage, Richd Wm, City-rd, Estate Agent. Patten & Son, Verulam-bldgs, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Morley, Wm, Leeds, Cloth Finisher. May 1. Clarke, Leeds. 

Moxon, Vincent, Leeds,Gent, Junel3. Markland & Davy. Leeds. 

Pyke, Jas Nott, Parrscombe, Devon, Esq. May 9. Law, Barnstaple. 

Russell, Thos, Southwark-st, Corn Merchant. May 21. De Jersey & 
Micklem, Gresham-st West. 

Smith, John D’Arcy, Mansfield, Notts, out of business. April 16. Hod- 
ding & Beevor, Worksop. 

Smith, Jas, Rumboldswhyke, Sussex. Victualler. 
Raumboldswhyke. 

Strutt, Jane Roberts, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Widow. May 20, 
Field, Leamington Priors, 


May 2. Heath, 





MPeeds registered pursuant to Gankruptey Act, 1861, 
Fripay, March 25, 1870. 


Gorringe, Joseph Fras, Brayton, nr Aspatria, Cumberland, Farmer, 
March 2. Comp. Reg March 23. 


BaukKrupls. 
Frupay, March 25, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Horley, Thos Reginald, Finch-lane, Stock Broker. 
Brougham, April 22 at 11. 
Pipe, Hy, Pickering-ter, Westbourne Park, Bootmaker. Pet March 24. 
Roche. April 13 at 11. 
Rhodes, Jas, Addison-rd, Kensington, Gent. Pet March 24. Hazlitt, 
April 13 at 12. 
Whitlock, John, Lucretia-rd, Lower Kennington-lane, Wine Merchant, 
Pet March 24. Roche. April i3atli. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Clark, Hy, Lee, Superannuated Clerk. Pet March 21, Bishop. Green- 
wich, April 11 at 2. 

Coles, Wm, Harburg, Warwick, Farmer. Pet March 21. Campbell, 
Warwick, April 6 at 2. 

Crabtree, Danl Pearcy, Exeter, Tea Dealer. Pet March 22. Daw, 
Exeter, April 6 at 10. 

Freeman, Geo Philip, Frostenden, Suffolk, Auctioneer. Pet March 21, 
Chamberlin. Gt Yarmouth, April 11 at 12. 

Irving, Benj, Balsall Heath, nr Birm, Lace Manufacturer. Pet March 22, 
Chauntler. Birm, April 22 at 10. 

Kidd, Fras, Saltburn, Yorks, Builder. Pet March 22. Crosby. Stock- 
ton-on-Tees, April 5 at 11. 

Perkins, Jas, East Dereham, Norfolk, Builder. Pet March 21. Palmer, 
Norwich, April 12 at 2. 

Scott, Hy Shippey, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Pet March 21, 
Collins. Bury St Edmunds, April 7 at 3. 

Smith, Rev Percy, Grinton, Yorks. Pet March 23. Jefferson. Northe 
allerton, April 7 at 10.30. 

Spencer, Richd Shackleton, Gargrave, Yorks, Horse Dealer. Pet March 
21. Robinson. Bradford, April 5 at 9. 

Suddaby, Chas Howard, New Wortley, Leeds, Grocer. Pet March 23, 
Marshall, Leeds, April l4at 11. 

Tuespay, March 29, 1870, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 

Begbie, Fras Edmund, St Helier, Jersey, Captain. Pet March 25, 
Brougham. April 22 at 12, 

Faucheux, Toussaint, Charles-st, Mortimer-st, Marble Mason. Pet 
March 28. Roche. April 25 at 11. 

Fickler, Julius, & Edwd Fickler, Wood-st, Velvet Manufacturers. Pet 
March 24, Spring-Rice. April 11 atl. 

Lovett, Philip Crosby, jun, Park-pl, St James’s, no trade. Pet March 
25. Spring-Rice. April 11 at 12. 

Miles, Wm Brown, Monkwell-st, Agent. Adj Feb 21. Brougham. 
April 22 at 11.30. 


Pet March 22, 


| Simpson, Robt, George-st, Mansion-house, Iron Merchant. Pet Marck 





28. Roche. April 25 at 12. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Calvert, Hy, jun, & Jas Walkland, Sheffield, Electro Plate Manufactur- 
ers. Pet March 24. Rodgers, Sheffield, April 8 atl. 
Fern, Saml, Wincobank, Yorks, Joiner. Pet March 24. Rodgers. 

Sheffield, April 8 at 2. 
Gott, Wm, Leeds, Printer, Pet March 19. Marshall. Leeds, April 18 


atl. 
Halstead, David, Manch, Dyer. Pet March 26. Kay. Manch, April 14 


at 10. 

Hurst, Thos, Pilkington, Lancashire, Boot Maker. Pet March 24. Hol- 
den. Bolton, April 13 at 10. 

Maunder, Robt, Exeter, Draper. Pet March 24. Daw. Exeter, April 
Il at Il. 

Nichol, Jacob, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Publican. Pet March 23, Mor- 
timer. Newcastle, April 8 at 12. 

Terry, David, Whitwood, Yorke, Builder. Pet March 26, 
Wakefield, April 13 at 12. 

Todd, Wm Hurford, Brecknock, Surgeon. Pet March 24. Shepard. 
Tredegar, April 14 at IL. 

Wilson, Wm Shirley, Sheffield, Travelling Draper. Pet March 24. 
Rodgers. Sheffield, April 8 at 2. 

Winkley, Jas, Whaplode Drove, Lincoln, Innkeeper. 
Partridge. King’s Lynn, April 14 at 11. 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
I'niDay, March 25, 1870. 

Grandy, Matthew Beattie, George-st, Woolwich, Assistant Pay mastar 
R.N. March 24. 

Peedle, Geo, Lyme, nr Chertsey, Surrey, Farmer. March 23. 

TuesDaY, March 29, 1870. 
Sully, Geo, Bishopsgate, Tailor, March 26. 


Mason. 


Pet March 24. 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
HENRY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 


Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of twenty-five years, in the special insertion of ali pro forma notices, &., 
and hereby solicits their eontinued support.—N.B, One copy of advertise- 
ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 
File of “ London Gazette ” kept for reference, 
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